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ABSTRACT
JUST POINT, CLICK, AND TEACH, RIGHT? INFLUENCES ON FACULTY AND
ADMINISTRATOR DISCOURSE AND BEHAVIOR ABOUT ONLINE PROGRAMS

MAY 2007
CLAUDINE KEENAN, B.A., ADELPHI UNIVERSITY
M.A., CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY NORTHRIDGE
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
Directed by Professor Kerry Ann O'Meara

As distance learning continues to grow throughout American higher education,
faculty and administrators must collaborate to implement online programs. Higher
education literature suggests that administrators and faculty hold different values, beliefs
and practices, differences that may constrain communication when they launch an online
program.
Grounded in the literature of organizational/academic culture, strategic change,
and cultural discourse analysis, this study examines factors that influence what faculty
and administrators say and do about online education. Identifying these factors helps
scholars and practitioners to better understand and improve on collaborative
communication. Special attention was given to contextual differences, including
institutional type, size and control; academic discipline; and faculty rank, status and
career stage.
The qualitative multi-case research design captured the “thick description”
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necessary to study this phenomenon in a variety of institutional contexts with online
programs. The case studies included data from semi-structured interviews, observations,
and analysis of documents, artifacts and archival records.
The findings suggest that 1) the extent to which individuals perceive alignment
between their personal and professional narrative and the goals of an online program
shapes subsequent implementation; 2) online education is more attractive to adjunct and
tenured faculty members than to junior faculty members; 3) membership in a faculty vs.
administrative cultural group contributes to observable differences between what
members of each group say and do about online programs; 4) whether an online program
is a faculty-led or an administrator-led initiative, the amount of collaboration between the
groups impacts the pace, pitfalls and successes that participants experience; 5)
characteristics of soft-applied disciplines are conducive to the online delivery format; 6)
faculty members perceive administrative support for online programs as a motivational
force and as an expression of institutional priority; and 7) leaders of the associate college
and the university institutional types encourage online program growth more than their
counterparts at the baccalaureate college included this study.
This study concludes with implications for scholars and practitioners of online
education; advice for administrative and faculty leaders, instructional designers and
faculty members; and an initial framework for understanding factors that influence what
faculty and administrators say and do about online programs.

Vll

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Page
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS.v
ABSTRACT.vi
LIST OF FIGURES.xi
CHAPTER
1: BACKGROUND.1
%

Statement of the Problem.12
Purpose of the Study.13
Research Questions.14
Significance of the Study.14
Assumptions.15
Limitations.16
Definitions.17
Delimitations.19
Summary.20
2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE.22
General Organizational Studies: Overview.25
Early Organizational Theories - Toward Defining Ideals.26
Personality and Organization Theories Complicating the Ideals with Individuals.31
Recent Organizational Theories:
Multiple Frames in Specific Contexts.34
Colleges as Organizations in Particular.38
Cultural Experience and Language.46
Managerial Culture:
Impact of the Strategic Perspective on Administrators.48
Faculty Culture: Impact of Scholarly Roles and Rewards.57
Discussion.69
Conclusions.77
3: METHODOLOGY.79
Conceptual Framework.79
Research Questions.82
Key Features of the Case Study Method.83
Procedures.84
Ethical Considerations.94
Limitations of the Case Study Method.102

vm

4: FINDINGS FROM THREE CASE SITES.105
Introduction.105
Community College A: The Few, the Many, and the Willing.110
What
What
What
What

the
the
the
the

Faculty Say.116
Faculty Do.127
Administrators Say.130
Administrators Do.139

Analysis: Seven Factors that Influenced
Discourse and Behavior at CCA.141
University X: Crossing Cultures Seamlessly.152
What
What
What
What

the
the
the
the

Faculty Say.164
Faculty Do.175
Administrators Say.177
Administrators Do.
187

Analysis: Seven Factors that Influenced
Discourse and Behavior at University X.189
Baccalaureate College C: Small Private Pioneers.203
What
What
What
What

the
the
the
the

Faculty Say.217
Faculty Do.227
Administrators Say.233
Administrators Do.238

Analysis: Seven Factors that Influenced
Discourse and Behavior at Baccalaureate College C.243
Summary.260
5: COMPARISONS ACROSS CASES.261
Introduction .261
Key Differences and Similarities between Cases.264
Seven Factors that Influenced Discourse and Behavior.269
Expected Results Not in Evidence.319
Summary of Analysis.322
6: CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS.324
Introduction.324
Discussion of Major Findings.324
Implications for Practice.351

ix

Suggestions for Future Research.356
A Framework for Understanding Factors that Influence Faculty and
Administrator Discourse and Behavior about Online Programs.360
APPENDICES
A. LETTERS OF VERIFICATION.362
B. STATEMENTS OF INFORMED CONSENT.
363
C. INTERVIEW PROTOCOL.
365
D. OBSERVATION PROTOCOL.
368
E. FIELD NOTES FORM.
369
F. CASE STUDY DATABASE.371
REFERENCES.

x

377

LIST OF FIGURES

Figure

Page

1. Seven Factors that Influence Discourse and Behavior
at Community College A, University X and
Baccalaureate College C.269
2. A Framework towards Understanding What
Faculty and Administrators Say and Do about
Online Education Programs.361

xi

CHAPTER I
BACKGROUND
Distance education continues to grow throughout the United States, allowing
institutions to reach more students with more program choices in more places every year.
This growth can be measured by the number of students who participate as online
learners “about 1 in every 13 postsecondary students enrolls in at least one distance
education course, and...the number of students involved in distance education has tripled
in just 4 years...” (Ashby, GAO 2002-1125T, p. 1). By Fall, 2004, an estimated 2.6
million students took at least one course online (Allen & Seaman, 2004), rising again to
exceed 3 million in Fall, 2005 (Allen & Seaman, 2006).
This growth can also be measured by the number of institutions who provide
online courses and programs. According to NCES data for 1995, approximately 33% of
all post-secondary institutions offered distance education courses or programs. By 1997,
the number of institutions had grown to 44% (NCES, 2000-013), and by 2001, the
number of accredited institutions who reported offering some form of distance education
totaled 58% (CHEA, 2002, p.4). According to testimony before the Senate Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions, the Department of “Education reports that an
estimated 84% of four-year institutions will offer distance education courses in 2002”
(Ashby, GAO, 2002-1125T, p.4). Most recently, surveys have shown that the number of
institutions offering online courses doubles every two years (NCES, 2004) growing faster
than institutions themselves have predicted (Allen & Seaman, 2004, p. 5) with “no
leveling of the growth rate of online enrollments...on both a numeric and a percentage
basis” (Allen & Seaman, 2006). Recognizing that distance education enrollments
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continue to grow, the authors of the NCES Projections of Education Statistics have made
a special note to explain that the 2006 enrollment predictions to 2015 do not consider the
potential impact of distance education (NCES, 2006b, p. 15).
While much attention has been paid to the rapid growth of online course offerings
at private for-profit institutions such as the University of Phoenix (the number of these
institutional types offering online courses grew from about 40% to almost 90% between
2003 - 2004), this type of institution remains in the minority of enrollments overall,
capturing approximately 133,000 of the 1.6 million students who took an online course in
Fall 2003. Private non-profits enrolled slightly more than their for-profit counterparts,
capturing 200,000 of these students. By far, the leaders in online enrollments are public,
non-profit institutions, who captured the remaining 1.27 million students who took an
online course in Fall 2003 (Allen & Seaman, 2004, p. 5). Among these, the associate
colleges account for about half of all online enrollments (800,000 students), followed by
masters colleges (approximately 300,000 students) and doctoral institutions (about
250,000). Specialized colleges account for another 200,000), followed finally by
baccalaureate colleges, who enrolled about 50,000 students in online courses in Fall 2003
(Allen & Seaman, 2004, p. 6). These trends continue into the 2005 data, where “more
than half (51.5%) of all online students are studying at two-year associates institutions...”
followed by approximately one third of all online students in masters colleges, one fourth
in doctoral institutions, and a tiny fraction, less than one tenth of online students in
baccalaureate colleges (Allen & Seaman, 2006).
Across institutional types, a major motivation to offer distance education via
internet technology has been an effort to increase access for certain populations to a post-
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secondary education (NPEC, 2004, p. 5). Studies of enrollments in online courses show
that most institutions offering online courses do see an overall increase in student
enrollment, suggesting that students who might not otherwise have enrolled are now able
to do so via this medium (NPEC, 2004, p. 5; Stick & Ivankova, 2004). Because
enrollment growth has become such an important strategic goal for many higher
education institutions, a secondary motivation for offering online courses among colleges
has been to strengthen their overall growth strategies without the associated costs of
increasing physical plant capacity.
In 2004, 92% of the academic leaders surveyed at public institutions, 89% at
private for-profit institutions, and 77% at private, non-profit institutions agreed with the
statement that online education is “critical to the long-term strategy of their institutions”
(Allen & Seaman, 2004, p. 12). Similarly, 81% of all land-grant administrators surveyed
in 2002 responded that they believed distance education was “very important to
institutional survival” (Kambutu, 2002), By Carnegie type, the agreement with this
statement was strongest among academic leaders from associate, doctoral, and masters
institutions, followed distantly by academic leaders at baccalaureate institutions. In a
2003 survey, leaders at baccalaureate institutions were the only type to overwhelmingly
disagree with the statement. In 2004, approximately 1/3 of academic leaders of
baccalaureate institutions continued to feel that online learning was not critical to the
long-term strategies of their institutions (Allen & Seaman, 2004, 2006). Clearly, online
education is impacting several specific areas of “mainstream” higher education,
specifically associate, doctoral and masters institutions, while traditionally baccalaureate
institutions report significantly less impact. These trends continue in a replication of the
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same survey, with 2/3 of CAOs at associate, masters, and doctoral institutions agreeing to
the critical nature of online learning to their growth strategies while only 1/3 of CAOs at
Baccalaureate colleges agreed with this statement (Allen & Seaman, 2006).
Concurrent with the growth of distance learning among all institutional types,
corresponding policies and guidelines around distance education have arisen, most
calling for increased scrutiny and accountability among providers (NEA, 2001, 2002;
AAUP, 2000; NEASC, 2001; CHEA, 2000, 2001, 2002). These guidelines have placed
increased pressure upon the academic personnel who are primarily responsible to design
and deliver online courses. One comprehensive study has distilled dozens of quality
standards from disparate sources into one set of 23 comprehensive benchmarks for
quality in distance education (Phipps & Merisotis, 2000). From this set, another research
team has conducted nationwide surveys among faculty, looking for the presence of these
benchmarks and their correlation to faculty satisfaction in teaching online (Bennett &
Bennett, 2002).
Subsequently, in response to these calls for quality, researchers have begun to
scrutinize the array of digital learning objects, materials, and courses that have appeared
online; as a result, critics have cited a complete lack of standardization (Twigg, 2003;
Zemsky & Massy, 2004). In attempting to comply with quality expectations and to
develop agreed-upon standards for online learning, faculty and administrators alike must
come to a shared understanding of the complex issues involved in creating,
implementing, and assessing their own successful online distance education programs. As
researchers exploring these issues have noted, responsibility for instructional quality and
effectiveness of distance education rests with the faculty (Olcott & Wright, 1995;
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Anderson & Middleton, 2002; O’Quinn & Corry, 2002; Twigg, 2003, 2007) so
administrators should be keenly interested in collaborating with their academic
counterparts in shared governance settings to achieve success in offering degree
programs online.
However, in many higher education organizations, faculty and administrators tend
to conduct most of their communications within their own institutional sub-cultures,
which may constrain the communication processes between the two groups during the
crucial planning and early implementation stages of delivering the online courses that
lead to a college certificate or degree. Faculty members belong primarily to the collegial
culture, which encourages them to value the role they play in shared academic decision¬
making (Bergquist, 1992). They also value the intimate contact they have with students,
the curriculum that reflects their knowledge and expertise, and studies have shown that
faculty fear the loss of both this contact and its context when the classroom is replaced by
internet connections (Dillon, 1992; Wolcott, 1997; Dooley & Murphey, 2000; Grenzky &
Maitland, 2001; O’Quinn & Corry, 2002).
Interestingly, findings reported in distance learning literature also suggest that
faculty will teach online primarily because they are intrinsically motivated to do so
(Freberg, Floyd & Marr, 1995; Olcott & Wright, 1995; Betts, 1998; Berge, 1998; Wilson,
1998; Wolcott & Betts, 1999; Miller & Husmann, 1999; Rockwell, 1999; Landis,
Squires, & Leach, 2000; Phipps & Merisotis, 2000; DeVries & Telia, 2000; Havice,
Watson, & Cawthon, 2000; McKenzie et al, 2000; Bathe, 2001; Grenzky & Maitland,
2001; Kamata & Bower, 2001; Gallini & Barron, 2001; Rice & Miller, 2001; Bennett &
Bennett, 2002; Adams, 2002; Parker, 2003; Zemsky & Massy, 2004; Maguire, 2005).
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However, the majority of these studies have focused on faculty members who
were already engaged in distance education at the time of the surveys, the population
frequently referred to as “early adopters” (Rogers, 1983, in Adams, 2002; Zemsky &
Massy, 2004), and may not accurately reflect the needs of the majority of faculty
members, most of whom do not teach online (Freberg, Floyd & Marr, 1995; NCES,
2002-072). Furthermore, these early adopters are generally faculty members who thrive
in an innovative climate likely to be fostered by the developmental culture that values
constant growth and change (Bergquist, 1992). Even among these faculty who have
“pioneered” distance learning courses, however, their experiences with institutional
support, compensation, and recognition have been inconsistent or disappointing (Betts &
Wolcott, 1999; Schifter, 2000, 2004; McKenzie, et al, 2000; Grenzky & Maitland, 2001;
O’Quinn & Corry). Furthermore, disagreement among faculty members about online
initiatives is as widespread within institutions as it is among them. As Twigg notes in
“Lessons Learned” from a nationwide Roadmap to Redesign project, “Failing to achieve
faculty consensus was the most important reason why five of the original 20 institutions
did not complete their redesign projects (Twigg, 2007).
Although anecdotal articles from faculty tend to culminate with “happy endings”
of intrinsic satisfaction after the initial investment of time and professional development
(Dooley & Murphey, 2000; Adams, 2002; Anderson & Middleton, 2002), the enduring
cultural influences of their collegial assumptions, beliefs and values continue to affect a
majority of all faculty members in ways that impact their language about online courses:
most '’mainstream” faculty are likely to speak about online courses in terms that differ
from their counterparts from the managerial culture.
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Administrators, by contrast, value the growth and strategic direction of the school
or institution that they are charged to lead. Their cultural assumptions, beliefs, and values
in the managerial culture tend to encourage development of new ideas and innovation
aligned with strategic goals, particularly in technological change (Bergquist, 1992; Berge,
2000; Birnbaum, 2000; Dooley & Murphy, 2000; Havice et al, 2000; Katz, 2001;
Duderstadt, 2002; Kambutu, 2002; Ayers, 2004; Barone, 2005; Hawkins & Oblinger,
2005). Immersed in this culture, the language of administrators is influenced by their
perceived role as the strategic leaders of their institutions, those charged with “framing”
or making sense of key messages and achieving consensus among the organization's
members (Fairhurst & Saar, 1996; Bolman & Deal, 1997; Lim, 2000; Poley, 2001;
Brown & Jackson, 2001; Kezar & Eckel, 2002b). Consequently, when asked to
communicate key messages to the faculty, whose cultural assumptions, beliefs and values
differ so greatly from their own, administrators face a potential for miscommunication,
particularly in conversations about distance learning technology. “This underlines the
importance of constant communication to check signals and maintain momentum”
(Twigg, 2007).
Although much has been written about the evolution of distance learning, from
the “no significant difference” phenomenon (Phipps & Merisotis, 1999; Collins &
Pascarella, 2003) between distance and traditional learning outcomes to studies about
faculty and administrator participation, motivation, and attitudes (Dillon & Walsh, 1992;
Freberg, Floyd & Marr, 1995; Olcott & Wright, 1995; Rockwell, 1999; DeVries & Telia,
2000; Havice, Watson, & Cawthon, 2000), very little of the work has focused specifically
on the communications between faculty and administrators during distance education
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planning and implementation. Many studies about online degree programs have
addressed research questions of “whether,” “why,” and more recently “to what effect”
online distance learning has impacted learners and instructors (Berge, 1998; Berge &
Schrum, 1998; Foster, 2001; MacLean, 2006). Several of these studies have also
examined “what” questions very closely, including what motivates faculty to teach online
(Olcott & Wright, 1995; Betts, 1999; Miller & Husman, 1999; Wolcott, 1999; Wolcott &
Betts, 1999; Rockwell, 1999; Landis, Squires, & Leach, 2000; Kamata & Bower, 2001).
In addition, some research has addressed the financial implications of distance
learning, seeking answers “to what effect” questions such as initial and developmental
costs, sustainability, and cost-benefit analyses. Specifically, colleges face a variety of
accounting inconsistencies when it comes to calculating the costs of offering degrees
online. In a series of self-studies commissioned by the Sloan Foundation’s Asynchronous
Learning Network (ALN), university officials at six non-profit institutions have
published their results, which generally show, in six completely different ways, that it is
impossible to tell whether online learning itself can be profitable to an institution.
Because the cost factors are so intricately entwined into parallel developments within the
larger university, there is no way to separate many vital costs (SCOLE, 2001). This
publication includes cost analyses from six leading institutions in the distance education
field, some of which do not even actually include numbers, preferring instead to offer
narrative cost-benefit analyses (2001). According to one of the Sloan study authors, Tana
Bishop, of UMUC, “costing is a very murky business” (2001). Director of the ALN,
Frank Mayadas, told the Chronicle of Higher Education that in the academy, “we are not
used to considering issues of cost. We tend to think of quality first, but we need to

8

analyze it to some degree...” In some cases, the very studies funded by his foundation
neglected to include the start-up cash they received from Sloan grants in their reports,
demonstrating that academic professionals lack a set of established cost analyses
standards for comparison (Mayadas, 2001).
While researchers continue to study many of these questions as the field of
distance learning continues to grow and mature within higher education, administrators
and faculty at more institutions every year undertake the strategic technology change
process that accompanies offering an online education program. In fact, when monitoring
online programs in the context of the e-learning phenomenon, Zemsky and Massy noted
“high volatility” between responses of faculty vs. administrators over time (2004). As a
matter of course, members of both groups enter conversations with one another
constantly, absent a research base that has carefully examined this specific phenomenon.
This lack of qualitative research suggests that there has been a need to investigate
closely “how” the language between faculty and administrators affects their process of
offering an online program. The results of this study will assist each new group of
administrators and faculty in preparing for those critical conversations, as well as the
current groups of administrators and faculty engaged in those very conversations now,
with a better understanding of the influences that shape one another’s communication.
The literature that is available makes clear that both faculty and administrators are
becoming aware of how information technology has transformed “the fundamental
relationship between people and knowledge” (NAS, 2002) and will continue to cause
changes within higher education institutions, not only in their overall organizational
strategies, but also in how they redefine professional roles and responsibilities
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(Duderstadt, 2002). Scholars who examine strategic change have noted that sensemaking
plays a crucial role in the relative success or failure of strategic change (Kezar & Eckel,
2002b). They argue that lacking opportunities to make sense of the change on both
individual and organizational levels tends to threaten the effectiveness of change.
Similarly, scholars of institutional change are urged to pay closer attention to the roles of
administrators, who consume an increasingly larger share of university resources
(Rhoades, 2000). For example, in “Planning Failures” Swenk looks closely at the cultural
clashes between faculty, who sought to achieve the best outcome for restructuring their
academic department, and administrators, who sought to postpone decision-making by
assigning the decision to the committee process that dragged on for several years, only to
eventually disregard the committee’s recommendations completely (1999). Similarly, in
Eckel’s (2002) look at “Hard Decisions” the tensions between members of each group
participating in shared governance impacted process in every case.
Studies like those by Rhoades, Swenk, and Eckel have shed new light on the
cultural differences between these two groups, but their focus has been on strategic issues
that involve departmental restructuring, reward policies, and program closures. To date,
very few studies have been conducted on the importance of sensemaking and
communication around a technology change as pervasive as implementing an online
program. Of those studies that do exist, none takes place in a higher education setting; all
are situated in business or industrial contexts (Orlikowski, 1992; Tyre & Orlikowski,
1994; Gioia & Thomas, 1996). Consequently, there is a need to study the phenomenon
within the unique organizational setting of a college (Birnbaum, 1988) whose
institutional cultures (Bergquist, 1992) and structures (Weick, 1976) create unique
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challenges and opportunities for the professionals who work within them. Similar work
has begun with a single-case study of one distance education unit at the University of
Manitoba, the conclusions of which suggest that faculty culture directly impacts specific
strategic changes in the distance education unit, although there is no mention of
sensemaking or discourse analysis in this particular study (Luterbach, 2003). A later
study of “weatherstations” at six institutions nationwide focused on forced-choice
responses to survey questions about e-learning over time (Zemsky & Massy, 2004).
Building from the intriguing findings of these initial studies, this study has
considered the cultural beliefs, values, and assumptions of both faculty and
administrators, examining the impacts of these forces upon the language both groups use
to communicate about online programs. Consequently, the study also discloses some
effects that this language had on sensemaking about the online program and its eventual
implementation.
Sociological research has recently taken a more “linguistic turn” (Iedema &
Wodak, 1999) where a stronger connection has been made between communication
studies and organizational studies. As Iedema and Wodak point out, several linguistic and
discourse analytical approaches to organizational research have emerged over recent
years. From the ethno-methodological roots of Conversation Analysis (CA), to the
increasingly significant Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), a growing number of
organizational studies are focusing on the situated language of institutional members to
elicit and analyze meaning. Particularly in cases where organizational members from
different sub-cultures must collaborate to create a new text, such as a web site, for
example, these provide a microcosm of the organization itself, suitable for analysis
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(Lemke, 1999). In the case of analyzing the Merton Library web site, Lemke found that
the project offered a forum for the “heteroglossia” or differing voices of the various
members in the organization, each of whom were playing out expected roles, even as they
were scrutinizing the web page for symbols or clues as to the changes that might soon
come to their department (Lemke, 1999). Much like a web site, only more specifically
focused on academic content, an online degree program and the courses contained within
it will provide a perfect arena for examining the discourse between faculty and
administrators during such a strategic change. According to researchers who employ
these methods, the best approach to a discourse-analytical study is one that
conceptualizes organizations as cultures in order to examine the ways in which members
engage in creating institutional reality (Mumby, 1988, ctd. in Wodak, 1999).
Statement of the Problem
As two important cultural groups at an institution of higher education, faculty and
administrators often view the mission of their college differently (Birnbaum, 1988;
Tierney, 1988; Bergquist, 1992). Consequently, during a strategic technology change like
developing an online program, these professionals may often speak at cross purposes
about the change, causing frustration within both cultural groups, and shaping the process
of the change, possibly with great significance (Rogers, 1995; Roley, Lujan, & Dolence,
1997; Swenk, 1999; Rice & Miller, 2001; Zemsky & Massy, 2004).
During the late 1990s and early 2000s, one of the most frequently proposed
strategic changes at colleges nationwide has been offering academic programs online, a
change that depends upon effective communication between both cultural groups (Brown
& Jackson, 2001; Ayers, 2004; Barone, 2005; Twigg, 2007). Because online degree
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programs continue to grow in national significance, the communication occurring
between both cultural groups has become an important phenomenon for this study.
Higher education stakeholders who are interested in this phenomenon will benefit from
the results of this study. Equipped with a better understanding of each group’s cultural
perspectives and forces influencing their communication patterns, college personnel in
addition to faculty and administrators, such as trustees, legislators, and higher education
policy-makers, will be in a better position to manage such a change at their own
institutions. A better managed change may then lead to a more effective approach, and to
more satisfaction among students and faculty (Allen & Seaman, 2004; Twigg, 2007).
Purpose of the Study
This study was designed to examine the communication patterns and
corresponding sensemaking strategies that faculty and administrators described during a
very specific strategic information technology change: planning to offer an online
education program. The study has built upon hypotheses that stress the importance of
sensemaking processes throughout strategic changes (Kezar & Eckel, 2002b), based on a
conceptual framework about how cultural beliefs, values, and assumptions tend to shape
communication among each group (Schein, 1994; Tierney, 1988; Birnbaum, 1988;
Bergquist, 1992; Kezar & Eckel 2002a). Based on the use of conversations from personal
interviews and observations as primary sources of data, the approach to this study
focused on organizational discourse analysis (Iedema & Wodak, 1999).
Research and theory on faculty culture, behavior, and academic rewards systems
have grounded the study (Trow, 1975; Bess, 1977, 1996, 1998; Clark, 1986; Boyer, 1990;
Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995; Fairweather, 1993, 1996, 2002; Fairweather & Beach,
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2002; Bataille & Brown, 2006; Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006). The research and literature
on narrative (Birnbaum, 2001, p. 226) as well as on leadership and framing, such as
interpreting meaning on behalf of a group, have grounded the study of administrator’s
language patterns (Birnbaum, 1988; Fairhurst & Saar, 1996; Bolman & Deal, 1997;
Swenk, 1999; Fullan, 2001; Kezar & Eckel, 2002a; Barone, 2005), allowing the
researcher to demonstrate the extent to which the results of this study support previous
research in related areas.
The results of this study are useful to scholars of higher education who are
interested in better understanding what faculty and administrators say about online
programs, and about how the factors that influence their language impact the
implementation of those programs.
Research Questions
This study investigated three main research questions:
1. What do faculty and administrators say about offering online programs?
2. How is each group’s discourse influenced by their academic culture?
3. Given what each group believes and what they say about the technology
change, how do they behave as a result?
Each of these main questions contains several sets of sub-questions, each of
which are detailed in Chapter 3. In general, however, these three questions guided the
entire study, allowing the researcher to focus on the interrelated concepts of culture,
communication, sensemaking, and strategic change within a college setting.
Significance of the Study
The results of the study show several linguistic similarities and several key

14

differences between administrators and faculty that occurred during online program
implementation, as well as suggestions about strengthening the sensemaking strategies
that these professionals employed throughout the change. These similarities and
differences may prove useful for the members of both groups to understand, not only at
the institutions selected for study of this phenomenon, but also at other institutions who
are engaged, or who are about to engage in, similar initiatives. The data obtained during
this study show important patterns and trends in the language that each group uses,
patterns that demonstrate differences between how faculty and administrators make sense
of offering an online program.
The findings contribute to the existing literature bases of higher education
leadership, faculty and staff roles, and the importance of considering cultural beliefs,
values, and assumptions, communication, and sensemaking when implementing a
strategic technology change within a higher education setting. Because this study
incorporates a unique combination of discourse analysis, sensemaking, and technology
change across multiple institutional types, it may also be useful to decision-makers at a
variety of higher education institutions who are interested in examining the relative
success of current online programs already offered within their own organizations.
Assumptions
The researcher has assumed that faculty and administrators hold beliefs and
express values that reflect the deeply embedded culture of their respective groups. While
researchers continue to refine the concept of organizational culture (Peterson & Spencer,
1990, ctd. in Berger & Milem, 2005) for the purposes of this study, the researcher has
assumed that Bergquist’s conceptualization of academic cultures (1992) is sufficient to
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ground this project. The researcher further assumed that faculty and administrators would
engage in observable discourse both within and between their cultural groups during the
process of implementing an online program. For the puiposes of this study, discourse
includes spoken and written words as well as material culture such as bulletin boards,
centers for teaching or technology, awards on office walls, etc. (Gee, 1999; Arnoff &
Rees-Miller, 2001; Rossman & Rallis, 2003, p. 199). The researcher who includes such a
broad definition of discourse also assumes that these words and symbols represent in part
the beliefs, values and assumptions of their actors and owners (Schein, 1992; Gee, 1999).
The researcher also assumes that different cultural groups have adopted a variety
of identifiable beliefs, values, and assumptions that shape their sensemaking processes
during strategic technology changes, and that these approaches, in turn, may affect the
ways that faculty and administrators describe the purpose, the process, and the likely
success of the online program. For example, some faculty may approach a conversation
about this change with apprehensions that bear out in “self-fulfilling prophecy” as
Anderson and Middleton describe in their own experiences with creating an online course
(2002). The researcher has further assumed that there will be some cross-over effects
between college personnel who move fluidly between cultural groups throughout their
academic career span (Birnbaum, 1988).
Limitations
Time, access, and budget have limited this study to examining a single institution
from each of three major Carnegie classifications (2005): one associate/public institution,
one doctoral/research private university, and one baccalaureate/arts & sciences college.
Site selection criteria were influenced by a purposive desire to include two of the leading
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institutional types to offer online programs (associate and doctoral) and one of the least
likely (baccalaureate) to offer these programs (Allen and Seaman, 2004; 2006). Due to
the constraint of a single researcher, the location of each institution selected is in the
northeastern United States. Sites included in the study were also limited by the
researcher's access to willing participants at each site who would agree to being included
in this study. Such a pragmatic limitation also necessarily restricts the application of
direct findings to the three institutions being studied, with more theoretical and
conceptual use of indirect findings that apply beyond the individual sites.
Similarly, organizational theories that frame the study of personnel issues at
colleges are often quite unique to these very specific organizational types, limiting the
application of an individual site’s results to each organizational type by design. Although
other institutional types may find use in reading the results and discussion of the types
included in this work, the scope of this study is limited to the context found within each
of the three institutions being examined.
Definitions
This study has employed the following definitions:
Higher education setting - the unique organizational type primarily in the business of

producing and disseminating knowledge and education as both a process and a product,
characterized by having unclear goals, complex technologies, highly professional
employees, loose coupling, organized anarchy, and shared governance systems
(Birnbaum, 1988). Because the goals of many for-profit institutions are clearer, the study
deliberately included only non-profit institutions.
Collegial culture - the set of values, beliefs and assumptions that academic professionals
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hold regarding the importance of knowledge production (research), dissemination
(teaching), and shared governance (service), typically in that order (Bergquist, 1988).
Developmental culture - the set of values, beliefs and assumptions that academic

professionals hold regarding the importance of professional development, growth,
innovation, and change (Bergquist, 1988).
Managerial culture - the set of values, beliefs and assumptions that academic

professionals hold regarding the importance of maintaining fiscal and public
responsibility to stakeholders of the institution (Bergquist, 1988).
Negotiating culture - the set of values, beliefs and assumptions that academic

professionals hold regarding the importance of maintaining fair and equitable treatment
of all employees at the institution (Bergquist, 1988).
Faculty role - the collection of expectations around responsibilities that accompany

teaching, research, and service (Bess, 1974; Trow, 1975; Blackburn, 1980; Clark, 1986;
Fairweather, 1995; Bataille & Brown, 2006; O'Meara & Rice, 2006).
Administrative leadership role - the collection of expectations around responsibilities

that accompany planning, managing, and leading academic affairs or information
technology systems and academic or technical personnel (Tierney, 1995; Fairhurst &
Saar, 1996; Berge, 1997; Hawkins, 2001; 2005).
Strategic technology change - a shift in the information technology system designed to

improve performance with the intention of creating a differential advantage (Massy &
Zemsky, 1995; Birnbaum, 2001; Poley, 2001; Zemsky & Massy, 2006).
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Online Program - a series of courses approved by the institutional governance system,

offered to students at a distance, mediated specifically by internet technology (Stapp,
2001; Allen & Seaman, 2004, 2006).
Sensemaking - the process that individuals follow when “creating and sustaining images

of a wider reality... they realize their reality, by reading into their situation patterns of
significant meaning” (Morgan, Frost, & Pondy, 1983, ctd. in Bimbaum, 1988) and “the
process by which people in an organization arrive at acceptable agreements about what is
real and important” (Birnbaum, 1988, p. xvii).
Narrative - for the individual, “a compelling story of ideals, purpose, and continuity that

provides participants with meaning” (2001, p. 226).
Loose coupling - the concept of connections between seemingly related events or

entities, where entities that appear related, “but each retains some identity and
separateness and their attachment may be circumscribed, infrequent, weak in its mutual
affects, unimportant, and/or slow to respond... Loose coupling also carries connotations
of impermanence, dissolvability, and tacitness, all of which are potentially crucial
properties of the ‘glue’ that holds organizations together” (Weick, 1976).
Delimitations
Several decades of study about distance learning have already established many
important principles upon which this study has built, including the “no significant
difference” phenomenon and theories of faculty involvement in distance learning
planning, delivery, and quality. This study began with research findings indicating that
sensemaking is an important element in any college-based strategic change, encouraging
scholars to focus specifically on those strategies that concern information technology
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(Kezar & Eckel, 2002b). Furthermore, this study was informed by the notion that cultural
values, beliefs, and assumptions impact the development of distance education at a
college (Luterbach, 2003; Twigg, 2007). This study includes a literature review of the
bases that inform this particular phenomenon, but does not include an examination of the
contents of online courses, nor a discussion of the specific pedagogical approach
employed by the faculty who participate. Also excluded is the valuable, nonetheless
beyond-the-scope of this project, perspective of students as learners in online programs.
Rather, this study focused specifically on the language that both faculty and
administrators use to frame and make sense of all aspects of this particular technological
change. As such, the study is concerned primarily with process rather than product and
with producers rather than consumers in online education delivery.
Finally, the study concludes with an application of findings to the stakeholders at
any institutional type who develop communication patterns and sensemaking strategies in
response to a technological change, each of which bear upon their behaviors during
implementation of that change. Research that follows this study might further develop the
themes of cultural influences on the planning and delivery of online courses, of strategic
technological change within higher education, or of the impact of sensemaking strategies
on subsequent behaviors around change implementation.
Summary
This study takes place within the natural context of several specific higher
education settings, where faculty and administrators are undergoing a particular strategic
technology change: offering an online education program. The study focuses first on the
language that these two professional groups use in their written and spoken
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communications within and between their own cultural groups, as well as on the
sensemaking strategies that they describe throughout implementation of this unique type
of technology change. Particular attention has been paid to patterns of similarity and
difference that were observed within and between the two cultural groups. In addition,
special notes are made about how the discourse of each group seems to impacted
behavior and implementation of the online program.
The review of literature that follows this chapter lays out the theories and
conceptual frameworks that underlie this study. A comprehensive review of literature on
organizational studies in higher education, on administrative culture, and on faculty
culture has formed the basis of hypotheses-building for this study.
From the hypotheses that were developed from the literature review in Chapter 2,
the research methodology Chapter 3 then sets out the major approach that wras best suited
to answering the initial research questions. Chapter 3 includes a rationale for using a
multi-site case study design, and a complete outline of each component appropriate to
this design.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
“Oh Dr. Johnson, there you are! Do you mind if 1 walk with you across
the quad to your next class? I’ve been trying to synch up with you about the
course conversion plan. According to the CMS stats, your faculty' user group
hasn ’t logged in yet to check out the prototypes and approve your specs. Your
department setres the highest critical mass of FTEs, so the PM prioritized your
specs for the Phase III customization routines, set to deploy early next week. Do
you think we can round up some reps from your department, maybe Professors
Arnold, Blake, Dickinson, Frost, Whitman, and Wordsworth, for a quick-and-dirty
user focus group later this afternoon ? ”
“Good morning, Ms. Toffler, so nice to see you. I did read your email
message about the focus group, but I’m at a loss as to the purpose of the meeting
you’d like me to convene. I’m not sure what to say to my colleagues about it,
although we do have some concerns we’d like to address with you about this
newly-proposed program. ”
“Oh, good morning, Dr. Johnson; nice to see you, too. Your faculty focus
group has to choose between several different skins - layouts for the CMS - the
Course Management System - the software we’re customizing for your
department to use when you offer the Writing degree online. Tell you what, I’ll
email out some screen shots in advance right now. I’ve got a distribution alias set
up for all of you. ”
“Well, alright, then. I do wish we had more time to talk, but it’s time to
teach already, the first of my five classes scheduled today. I’ll do my best to
gather my colleagues as soon as possible, although this is their busiest time of
year, you know. I’ll, um, emphasize the importance of the CNF alias when 1
request the meeting, OK? ”
“Hmm, sure, ok - but it’s the C- M-S layouts. Thanks, Dr. Johnson; I’ll
go send that email out right now. Have a good day. ”

As institutions of higher education become increasingly competitive and
technologically complex (Duderstadt, 2000; Twigg, 2003; Zemsky & Massy, 2004),
administrators and faculty members should ideally be able to rely upon each other’s
specialized knowledge and expertise more than ever, cooperating to achieve
organizational goals. However, as two of the primary cultural groups within an
institution, faculty and administrators are often as likely to engage in conflict as they are
in cooperation, sometimes talking past one another during complicated projects like

22

implementing an online program. Members of both cultural groups stand to benefit from
better understanding how each perceives and describes the goals of such a strategic
technology change, both as a means to encourage cooperation between these groups, and
as a way to clarify their understanding of the institution’s reasons for achieving its
organizational goals by leveraging internet technology for online teaching.
Like their professional counteiparts in most formal organizations, faculty and
administrators often find that a strategic change becomes a forum for highlighting the
contrasts between their cultural assumptions, values, and practices (Schein, 1985;
Tierney, 1988; Kuh & Whitt, 1988; Bergquist, 1992). These contrasts exist not only
between the two cultural groups, but also within each individual, sometimes theorized to
be a similarly complex micro-version of contrasting assumptions, values and practices
(Argyris, 1957; 1973; March, 1958; Weick, 1979; 1993; Daft & Weick, 1984). In spite of
these contrasts on both levels, the academy paradoxically manages not only to persist as
one of the most stable organizational types, but also to grow and change, reflecting the
influences of its environment and of its individual members even as its changes impact
those individuals and that environment.
As an increasingly common occurrence at colleges, online programs as a strategic
technology change provide specific, observable arenas where scholars can observe
cultural conflict, testing the validity of organizational theories in context (Pfeffer, 1997).
Although historical examples of strategic technological changes can include nowubiquitous former innovations such as electricity and the telephone, the most frequent
strategic technology changes in 21st century higher education involve computers. When
the change is offering a distance education program online, members of both cultural
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groups must work together to renegotiate a host of pertinent issues that arise in the course
of the change: curricular emphasis / requirements, academic policies regarding
everything from attendance to assessment, and shifts in workload / responsibilities.
For example, faculty members who are planning to offer online courses leading to
an MBA must first consider whether and to what extent they may continue emphasizing
content areas such as persuasive communications and public speaking in their online
version of the program, and whether / to what extent the study of internet technology
itself should become a required component in the curriculum (Cox, 2000). In deciding
these matters, faculty must collaborate with administrators from both the technology and
the academic areas of the institution to determine both whether the curriculum change
must be discussed in shared governance settings, and also whether the institution’s
technology will support courses in public speaking (via two-way full-motion audio and
video, for example). In this example, the faculty and administrators may find that the
answers to the first set of questions may depend on the answers to the second set of
questions, or vice versa. Furthermore, as the members of each group communicate with
one another, the challenge for both will be to learn as much as possible about the
concerns of the other, particularly if they are opposed (Swenk, 1999).
Throughout these processes, members of either cultural group on campus are
likely to advocate, oppose, or be neutral to the change for reasons that stem from their
own cultural beliefs and values. This review of the literature identifies those cultural
groups and lays the groundwork for a study about the contrasting ways that faculty and
administrators talk about offering an online education program.
This review includes literature from three bases:
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1) literature from organizational studies in general, and about colleges and
universities as organizations in particular
2) literature about administrators as members of the managerial and other
academic cultures (Bergquist, 1992), and
3) literature about faculty as members of the collegial and other academic cultures
(Bergquist, 1992).
General Organizational Studies: Overview
Literature from organizational studies in general allows us to theorize about some
of the underlying reasons that conflict arenas continue to appeal* in organizations like a
college, and why administrators and faculty might communicate at cross purposes about
strategic technology changes. From Weber’s original theory of “bureaucracy as ideal
type” (1947 trans.) to the internal workings of management and labor for maximum
productivity that Taylor asserted in “scientific management” (1911), to the contradictions
in decision-making that Barnard (1938), and Follett (1925; 1933) discussed in their
respective works, these early studies show us some initial reasons why we might expect
to see language differences between faculty and administrators during a strategic
technology change.
Competing interests among the two groups, conflicting theories vs. practices in
authority and power, and disagreement about organizational goals are some of the main
themes we can elicit from these early organizational studies. Based on some of the
contradictions that arise between classic theories, more behaviorally oriented theorists
have focused on personality and organizations (Argyris, 1957; 1979; March, 1958) to
demonstrate the “human side” of organizational theories in more detail.
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More recent organizational scholars have attempted to reconcile competing
models by presenting theories that allow for multiple types, cultures, “frames,” or
interpretation systems to co-exist within a single institution, thus drawing together some
of the classic management science with the organizational behavioral works (Birnbaum,
1988; Daft & Weick, 1984; Weick, 1990; Bergquist, 1992, Bolman & Deal, 1997). Using
these approaches, we may begin to consider even more complex layers of organizational
theory that will help inform a study of the communication between university faculty and
administrators during a strategic technology change.
Early Organizational Theories - Toward Defining Ideals
When Weber theorized bureaucracy as an “ideal type” of organization within
society, many of his key concepts stemmed from the “impersonal authority” of the office
or officials who occupied it, individuals who were assumed to understand clearly the
goals of the organization and who participated both in the rule-making and rule-giving
necessary to attain these goals. In theorizing just how efficiently the bureaucracy could
carry out its goals by following these ideal rules of law, Weber established what persists
today as the dominant view of hierarchical structures and decision-making in formal
organizations. At colleges, however, the Weberian ideal is often complicated by a
contradiction to one of Weber’s most fundamental assumptions: that the members of the
organization, from the leader all the way to the laborer, all share the same understanding
of the organization’s collective goals. As more recent higher education-specific
scholarship has demonstrated, college professionals often perceive goals very differently,
depending on their role in the organization (Birnbaum, 1988; Bergquist, 1992; Swenk,
1998). What’s more, the Weberian assumption that power “flows down” from the
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hierarchical structure of an ideal bureaucracy is further complicated at institutions of
higher education by the commonly held practice of shared governance between
administrators and faculty members.
In conjunction with the complications that colleges as a specific organizational type
pose to Weber’s ideals about bureaucracies in general, scholars and critics have also
made strong philosophical arguments that oppose Weber’s central assumption about
authority. As Barnard points out for instance, authority rests not with the leaders of the
bureaucracy, nor even with the rules of law as Weber has theorized, but authority is
granted by those who will be expected to obey or carry out orders (1938). Barnard's
eloquent four-pronged analysis helps us to better understand four reasons why we might
expect the two professional groups at work within the college to use very7 different
language about a strategic technology change, namely, because
a.

the specific language choices that an administrator is likely to make based on her
specialized professional and technical knowledge might render her
communication to a faculty member literally unintelligible, unable to be
understood by the faculty member; or

b. the general lack of agreement between administrators and faculty about
institutional goals (Birnbaum, 1988, Bergquist, 1992; Swenk, 1999; Eckel, 2000)
suggests that the faculty member is likely to believe that the administrator has
asked him to accept a decision that is inconsistent with the collegial purpose of
the organization; or
c.

the faculty member’s individual and culturally reinforced assumptions, values,
and practices may cause him to use language of resistance against the
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administrator’s likely language of persuasion or coercion if he believes that the
strategic technology change she advocates is incompatible with his / her personal
interests (Argyris, 1957; 1979), and / or
d.

the faculty member’s highly specialized professional expertise has absolutely no
overlap with the highly specialized professional knowledge required of him in
order to be able to comply with the strategic technology change she has requested,
resulting in a competence gap (Barnard, 1938, p. 181; Hawkins, 2002).

Barnard concludes that “a considerable part of administrative work consists in the
interpretation and reinterpretation of orders in their application to concrete circumstances
that were not or could not be taken into account initially” (p. 181). This suggests
administrators and faculty alike will benefit from a study that looks specifically at the
ways each is likely to communicate about the concrete set of circumstances surrounding a
strategic technology change like implementing an online program.
In his own studies and management consulting practice, Taylor uses language that
frames managerial orders as ways for serving the worker’s best interest while
simultaneously achieving shared organizational goals. Taylor recognized a fundamental
lack of cooperation between the workers’ methods for serving their best interests
(soldiering) and the managers’ methods (reducing wages) for serving their own best
interests. In an effort to achieve cooperation towards a shared organizational goal,
Taylor's work focuses first on scientifically examining production tasks, individual
function / motion, prevailing rates of pay, and the range of potential worker behaviors in
order to find an empirical point of intersection between workers and managers. Taylor
focuses second on selecting and training the “right” workers for each scientifically
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defined function, and third on advocating a “hearty cooperation” between managers and
workers in carrying out the science of each function (p. 36). In his anecdotes about
Bethlehem Steel, Taylor illustrates that the scientific point of intersecting interests
(higher rates of pay for higher outputs of labor) is always possible to find, although
challenging to carry out in practice (pp. 72-77). As described, the methods read more like
compromise than cooperation, with managers essentially “duping” workers as a means to
the desired end.
Unlike manufacturing plants however, colleges do not have shared organizational
goals. Nor do they have clear, empirically observable technologies for achieving their
goals (Birnbaum, 1988). However, Weber and Taylor show us the two primary ways that
organizations achieve their goals: either by compliance / coercion or by compromise.
In outlining her own “third way,” Mary Parker Follett suggests that cooperation
between workers and managers is an even more efficient managerial strategy than
coercion or compromise. She emphasized the unintended effects of coercion and
compromise, noting that eventually, workers or managers (or both) would show their
disappointment at having been forced or having to “give up” something. Argyris would
later support this assertion by theorizing that psychological energy, like any energy
source in the physical world, is never destroyed and will only play out later in some
unexpected way (1957). Furthermore, in his 1912 Testimony before the Special House
Committee, Taylor himself admitted that very few organizations were able to maintain his
scientific principles for very long, yet managerial scholars have persistently pursued
Taylorism for decades, including those who manage institutions of higher education, in
spite of that admission.
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However, until recently, most organizational theorists have ignored the important
contributions that Follett made throughout the 1920s and 30s to what she defined as the
“other half’ of administrative science - the psychological aspects of managing people.
Taken together, Follett’s philosophy and approach provide an idealistic model for
fostering cooperation between faculty and administrators during a strategic technology
change, distributing power “with” each other, allowing the situation to dictate the orders
that each individual follows, and coming to integrative solutions for each challenge that
the technology change presents. However, like most ideals, realizing this one has also
proven difficult, requiring not only a thorough understanding of Follett’s philosophy and
approach, but also an acceptance of them by members of both faculty and administrative
cultures. As Nohria points out, there are at least three reasons why Follett’s ideals have
not been completely realized in most western1 organizations:
1) fundamental human tendencies for any minority in power to eventually
exercise that power “over” rather than “with” the majority s/he manages;
2) relatively few situations are clear and unambiguous enough to dictate a single
optimal solution; and
3) for those situations that are clearly “zero-sum” there is no possible integrative
solution to be invented (ctd. in Graham, 1995, pp. 160-162).
The next sections of this review demonstrate that colleges are a particular
organizational type, one that is characterized by a co-existence of diametrically opposed
cultural groups, each necessarily playing its own role, all essential to the survival of the
college in a western society. The co-existence of these competing cultures keeps the

1 Nohria’s article includes an admittedly western bias, noting in particular that Follett’s approach and
philosophy laid the groundwork for Japanese quality circles and other notions of shared responsibility.
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institution intact, and at the same time, capable of making incremental changes. The
effect of disturbing those balances in order to foster understanding and acceptance of
Foiled’s approach is unknown, and filled with obstacles. These obstacles include
contrasting views of the institution’s goals (Swenk, 1999; Rhoades, 2000; Eckel, 2000)
that can be attributed to the assumptions, beliefs, and values present in each of the
cultural groups (Tierney, 1988; Bergquist, 1992; Swenk, 1999; Kezar & Eckel, 2002),
and a lack of clear and measurable technologies for accomplishing any of the [university]
college’s possible goals, especially teaching and service (Bess, 1973; Clark, 1986;
Birnbaum, 1988; Fairweather, 1996).
Personality and Organization Theories - Complicating the Ideals with Individuals
In his own comprehensive review of organizational literature, March notes
limitations of Taylor’s and Weber’s work that are similar to those Barnard pointed out,
namely that these early theorists largely ignored the influential roles that individuals play
within an organization. Because faculty and administrators must work together to achieve
any organizational goals, we must study them together in the context we seek to
understand. Throughout this study, the language of administrators and faculty are viewed
against some of the empirically-based propositions that March has lain out in his detailed
maps of human behavior within an organization (1958). Among his more important
findings in this comprehensive review, March points out that individuals tend to
substitute complex models of reality with simpler models that they can process more
easily, a notion that lays the ground work for more recent scholarship on sensemaking
that will appear later in this section of the review. For his part, March notes in particular
that:
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...in organizations where various aspects of the whole complex problem are being
handled by different individuals and different groups of individuals, a
fundamental technique for simplifying the problem is to factor it into a number of
nearly independent parts, so that each organization unit handles one of these parts
and can omit the others from its definition of the situation., .the frame of reference
serves just as much to validate perceptions as the perceptions do to validate the
frame of reference (1958, pp. 151-2).
In keeping with March’s proposition, college faculty members prefer to see their
contexts limited to their own department’s goals (Birnbaum, 1988; Swenk, 1999; Eckel,
2000). Faculty members make sense of their individual contributions to their departments
based on the prestige they bring via their research, and/or the teaching they perform for
their students. For faculty members, their “stories” or narratives (Birnbaum, 2001) are
held together by the types of concerns typified in their professional roles. By contrast,
central administrators tend to favor the larger context, a view that often allows them to
see through a very different perceptual frame than their faculty colleagues (Fairhurst &
Saar, 1996). This fundamental difference between the two cultural groups begs the
question: how do their beliefs, values, and ways of making sense of their institutions
influence what they say about offering courses online?
Like March, Argyris (1957; 1973) has developed his own theory of reciprocity
between the personalities of individuals and of their organizations, a theory that is also
useful in studying what faculty and administrators say about a strategic technology
change. In his extensive review of what he has named the literature of “organizational
behavior,” and later personality and organizational (P&O) theory, Argyris lays out his
own series of empirically-based propositions that describe how the needs and behaviors
of healthy individuals tend to place them at odds with the needs and behaviors of healthy
organizations (1957, p. 229).

32

Considering the formal and informal behaviors of individual workers and their
organizations, Argyris concludes that to a certain degree, organizations need many
“infant” workers to comply, to submit, to produce, and to suppress tension in favor of
expending energy on production. By contrast, Argyris emphasizes that healthy “adult”
individuals need to rebel, to resist, to express energy in anger, and to create their own
conceptualizations of reality, which, in turn, influence the informal behaviors of the
organization.
While Argyris lays out his theory in admirably scientific fashion, his ultimate
conclusion may be as limited as the early studies that March reviews and critiques for
their limitations: namely that the inextricable links between individual behaviors and
organizational influences prove extremely difficult to tease apart. By the early 1970s,
Argyris believed that the field still lacked a complex, predictable “model of man.” He
was particularly critical of the rational models that Simon, March, Cyert, and Allison
advanced in the late 1960s and early 1970s (Argyris, 1973, pp. 156-158).
In their quest for more efficient organizations, both the early “classic” (Weber,
Taylor, Follett, Barnard) and the subsequent behavioral organizational theories (Argyris,
March) attempted to develop a clear ideal or a single, comprehensive set of
organizational processes, structures, and behaviors. As a result, the contradictions among
them have led to some polarization among subsequent organizational studies (Pfeffer,
1982; 1997). In his review of such studies, Pfeffer notes that numerous important
behavioral models in the literature also tend to talk past each other, to ignore competing
points of view, and to dismiss conflicting evidence (1997, p. 189). Pfeffer argues that
behavioral studies have tended to artificially extricate the behaviors from their contexts,
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especially specific phenomena that occur within a particular organizational design and
physical environment (1997, pp. 194 - 202). Rather than attempt to simulate the
behaviors in laboratory experiments, Pfeffer recommends that scholars should consider
studying more organizational phenomena in future studies that remain context-bound.
Recent Organizational Theories: Multiple Frames in Specific Contexts
While Weber, Taylor, Barnard, Follett, March, Argyris, and Pfeffer each offer
singular theories and critiques, this study considers the multiple ways that we can

describe and “frame” what individual faculty members and administrators say about
online education programs within their own organization (Fairhurst & Saar, 1996;
Bolman & Deal, 1997; Phillips & Hardy, 2002; Graumann & Kallmeyer, 2002; Ensink &
Sauer, 2003).
To that end, this review necessarily considers organizational theories that explain
how multiple meanings for the same events tend to exist simultaneously, whether
interpreted by an individual as part of her personal sensemaking (Daft & Weick, 1984;
Weick, 1990; Kezar & Eckel, 2002) or by members of the managerial culture on behalf
of the workers they lead (Thomas & McDaniel, 1990; Thomas, Clark, & Gioia, 1993;
Fairhurst & Saar, 1996; Gioia & Thomas, 1996; Bolman & Deal, 1997; Wagner &
Gooding, 1997; Senge, 1999). Each of these more recent organizational scholars
demonstrates that co-existing structures, needs, beliefs, and politics within organizations
provide individuals with multiple opportunities for interpreting differently what may be
the same goals, change events, and their meanings. These theories provide the next layer
of foundation necessary to study communication about a strategic technology change
within the context of a college. The theories connect what Barnard calls administrative
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interpretation and reinterpretation activities to what more recent scholars call
“sensemaking” (Daft & Weick, 1984; Weick, 1990; Thomas, Clark, & Gioia, 1993) or
“framing” through multiple conceptual frameworks (Fairhurst & Saar, 1996; Bolman &
Deal, 1997; Kezar & Eckel, 2002).
In developing a model of organizations as interpretation systems, Daft & Weick
identify several basic assumptions that embrace some and reject some other concepts
from classic and behavioral theories, namely:
1) that organizations are open social systems that process environmental
information, (Follett, 1925; Argyris, 1957; March, 1958);
2) that although organizations themselves do not have mechanisms of their own to
set goals, process information, or perceive, (people do these things) the thread of
coherence among managers, rather than each individual interpretation,
characterizes organizational interpretation, (Barnard, 1938; Argyris, 1957;
Bolman & Deal, 1997);
3) that strategic-level managers formulate the organization’s interpretation
(Barnard, 1938; Thomas & McDaniel, 1990; Thomas, Clark, & Gioia, 1993;
Fairhurst & Saar, 1996; Bolman & Deal, 1997), and
4) that organizations differ in the way they conduct environmental scanning (Daft
& Weick, 1984, 285-6; Hearn & Heydinger, 1985).
This last point differentiates the multiplicity of Daft & Weick's approach from the
singularity of earlier approaches. In this last proposition, Daft & Weick show that co¬
existing multiple cultures on campus tend to approach the same task in fundamentally
different ways and for fundamentally different purposes. Where administrators may be
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scanning what they perceive to be the external environment, faculty members may be
scanning what they perceive to be the internal conditions of the college. As several
examples of the blurred boundaries between these contexts have shown, environmental
conditions are skewed by individual perspectives (Hearn & Heydinger, 1985).
To demonstrate how vital sensemaking can be to an organization, Weick has also
written a series of reflections built around the Mann Gulch disaster, a fatal fire during
which “smokejumpers” died because they failed to make sense of their organizational
situation. The firefighters expected to operate as usual, following their leader’s rational
orders during what they made sense of as a “10:00 fire” (one that would be out by
10:00am the next day). When the fire did not behave as the team expected, Weick
explains that the disaster became a “cosmologic episode,” one where sensemaking and
structure collapse simultaneously (1993, p. 634). Weick argues that the firefighters
expected to receive more or different communications from their leader at the outset of
the “10:00” fire. Absent these communications, the firefighters failed to make any other
sense of their situation and kept at the fire with their “10:00” tools. When their leader
ordered them to “throw down their tools” and lie down in the ashes of an escape fire
instead, firefighters could not reconcile these orders to their sensemaking of the 10:00
fire. Their structure collapsed when firefighters began trying to escape over the hills,
disregarding their leader’s orders as he lay in the ashes that would save his life while the
others perished.
For the purposes of studying a strategic technology change such as an online
program where structural change is very likely to occur (Duderstadt, Atkins, & Van
Houweling, 2002; Hawkins, 2002; Benajmin, 2003; Twigg, 2003), the conclusions that
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Weick draws prove extremely useful to informing this research. When faculty members
experience the college structure changing, even as they find themselves struggling to
understand what their administrative leaders are saying or doing about the technology
change, a “cosmologic episode” is a likely scenario, the language around which is very
informative to document and study.
Far less dramatically, Bolman & Deal theorize about ways that managers can
prevent cosmologic episodes by constantly maintaining an awareness of several overlaid
“frames” of meaning in an organization. They describe four different organizational
interpretations that may be perceived by managers and workers simultaneously, laying
out a series of “frames” through which they recommend we view organizations:
structural, personnel, political, and symbolic. Bolman & Deal encourage leaders to
deliberately construct sensemaking opportunities for their workers from the perspective
of each of these frames at the same time, keeping them in balance before, during, and
after an organizational change.
Like Daft & Weick, Bolman & Deal argue that organizations and the people
within them will vary dramatically from one another. For Bolman & Deal though, the
differences lie not in the ways that each group in the organization scans its environment;
rather, these differences lie in the ways that each organization manages its internal
structure, human resources, politics, and symbols - the ways its leaders and members
“frame” the meanings of issues, conflicts, and change initiatives.
Also like Barnard, Bolman & Deal believe that the manager should assume
responsibility for leading interpretation and reinterpretation about a specific
organizational change, for “framing” events and organizational goals on behalf of the
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workers. In this set of beliefs, the more recent organizational theorists share some
fundamental assumptions with the early organizational theorists. Consequently, both
singular theories and multiple frames help us to better understand what organizations in
general might look like and how they might handle strategic changes. However, when it
comes to colleges as a specific organizational type, we will encounter some challenges to
these earlier theories, as the next section will show.
Colleges as Organizations in Particular
Based on the frames approach that Bolman & Deal outline, we might expect to
find that when administrators successfully communicate strong sensemaking messages
about a new online degree program, faculty might in turn communicate similarly clear
messages about sharing the same goals for that change. However, as a significant point of
departure from organizational studies in general, higher education scholars emphasize
that several (often competing) organizational goals co-exist at a college (Birnbaum, 1988;
Duderstadt, 2000; Rhoades, 2000). One of the prevailing explanations for these
competing goals has to do with the culture (or cultures) that one may find in higher
education, either by diagnosis or by categorization.
Tierney provides an excellent review of the literature of academic cultures (1988,
pp. 6-8) as a foreground to presenting his own set of six questions that “diagnose” current
and potential cultural conflicts within a college. Posing these questions to various
departmental areas throughout a higher education institution that has decided to offer an
online program is likely to yield responses that diagnose each area’s cultural
receptiveness to the idea.
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For example, we might expect faculty members oriented towards research to answer
Tierney’s first question: “how do you define and shape your attitudes about the
institution’s environment?” with views of his environment as an academic enclave for the
pursuit of basic research. He might regard an online course discussion that is completely
archived in digital format as an exploitation of class discussion that was formerly held in
the private physical space of the classroom. He might form an attitude that resents an
online program if he must make time to learn an entirely new way to teach, displacing his
ability to produce research that maintains the institution’s prestige and his own position
within the discipline. His attitude towards offering an online program would be shaped
directly by his own view of the institution’s environment as an academic enclave.
Conversely, we might expect that a central technology administrator who must
manage the needs of all departments on campus would view that same environment as
one that is designed to serve students directly. She may feel constant pressure to adjust
resources and make fiscally responsible projections as legislators demand, unable to meet
even the word processing and basic internet needs of a growing student population. She
may develop an attitude that promotes an online program because the computer resources
she has on campus are inadequate to serve the students’ needs. Her view of the
institution’s environment as a center for student service would directly impact her attitude
about the proposed change.
If we asked Tierney’s remaining five questions about how members of each academic
group views mission, socialization, information, strategy, and leadership, the responses
that members from each cultural group offered would continue to highlight their
contrasting perspectives. Tierney’s framework is a powerful diagnostic tool that often
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helps to predict the ways that faculty and administrators voice differing views about how
they fundamentally perceive the institution (Kezar & Eckel, 2002a, 2002b). Thus,
questions formulated around such a useful tool will also reveal insights about how
receptive they are to offering an online program. Because each group perceives the
institution to be something quite different, this framework is an extremely useful starting
point for assessing the applicability of college-specific organizational theories.
While Tierney’s model uncovers potentially contradictory perceptions of the
academic culture between departments, Birnbaum’s model of the self-correcting,
“cybernetic” organization (1988) identifies distinctions between competing models or
types that might co-exist within a college. Birnbaum explains How Colleges Work by
sketching out four models that are evident at a variety of institutional types (1988). In
each of these models, Birnbaum explains that they are not mutually exclusive, and in fact,
in the most complex of universities, observers may find evidence of all models co¬
existing: collegial, political, bureaucratic, and organized anarchy. Armed with this view,
scholars who look closely at strategic changes in a university setting might expect to find
that regardless of strong, central, sensemaking messages and models, the people on
campus may continue to hold fast to their own conceptualizations of the change. We
might expect separate language sets to co-exist about the exact same technology change,
for example. In his conclusion, Birnbaum asserts that each of these models can co-exist in
the “cybernetic” institution if there are sufficiently “loose” structures in place, a
phenomenon Weick has described in detail as “loose coupling” (1976).
As organizations with “loosely coupled” structures, departmental units within a
college tend to operate independently from other units, a structural phenomenon that

40

fosters the strong reinforcement of very unique cultures. These structures are in turn
reinforced by the cultural behaviors of their members (Berger & Milem, 2005) who, in
their own turn, become more ensconced in their beliefs because their behaviors have been
institutionalized. However, members of each cultural group at a college may pursue a
very different set of what it perceives to be the organization’s goals (March, 1958;
Tierney, 1988; Bergquist, 1992). For example, where an organization such as a bank
might respond to a new technology in the external environment (e.g., Automatic Teller
Machines) by restructuring its entire organization (Birnbaum, 2000; Duderstadt, Atkins,
& Van Houweling, 2002), the loose coupling in colleges makes it quite possible (and in
fact, common practice) for some departments in the organization to completely ignore an
external technological change, even as other departments may be responding dramatically
to that same change. Some will engage in virtual adoption, others will institutionalize it
or other will fall somewhere along the spectrum of organizational change possibilities
(Rogers, 1983; Birnbaum, 1988; Senge, 1999; Duderstadt. Atkins, & Van Houweling,
2002; Hawkins, Rudy, & Wallace, 2002).
By virtual adoption, the department might implement only part of the initiative, or
worse, adapt the implementation in a way that actually replicates the former process and
layers in technology at additional expense and effort, such as the bank’s initial
deployment of ATMs inside the lobbies of staffed branch locations (Birnbaum, 2002). In
a college setting, department members might opt to continue teaching classes as they
always have, accepting the administration's mandate to integrate technology by “layering
on” web pages in addition to the current class materials, leaving teaching essentially
unchanged, and increasing costs as well as labor (Twigg, 2003).
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In this hypothetical example of virtual adoption, the cultural beliefs of the department
members may have been so strong that change became difficult, and in the end, could
only be partially implemented. The difficulties that the faculty may also encounter in
reconciling the change to their own strongly held beliefs about teaching would suggest
that their culture is strong, enduring, one of the primary indicators that behavior is
influenced by culture. It is important at this point in the hypothetical example to
distinguish between the related concepts of culture and climate (Peterson & Spencer, ctd.
in Berger & Milem, 2000). In this example, the virtual adoption may be attributable to
organizational climate, a more transitory indicator of organizational behavior. Here,
college leaders may have insisted upon using technology in the curriculum, intending for
courses to be offered completely online, creating an organizational climate that favors
technology integration. Faculty members’ may have posted a something as simple as a
syllabus on the internet, leaving the course itself unchanged in any meaningful way, a
virtual adoption (Birnbaum, 2003; Zemsky & Massy, 2004). In this case, the climate of
emphasis on technology may have been influential enough to allow for a minor change to
occur, but the faculty’s cultural values placed more emphasis on traditional teaching
methods, which would then prevail over the climate. Thus, the culture is always the
enduring, ‘'persistent” set of beliefs and actions (Kuh & Whitt, 1988), while the climate is
the more transitory (Berger & Milem, 2000).
Similarly, scholars have contested whether culture is a concept that an organization
has or whether culture comprises what an organization is (Peterson & Spencer, 1990, ctd.
in Berger & Milem, 2000). The interpretive view asserts that an organization has culture
(ie: how we make meaning of events that occur within this organization), while the

instrumental view maintains that culture is the organization (ie: how we “get things done”
in this organization). (Peterson & Spencer, ctd. in Berger & Milem, 2000). Still others
have noted that organizational culture is paradoxically both, a process and a product at
the same time (Smircich, ctd. in Kuh and Whitt, 1988, p. 12). For the purposes of this
study with its particular emphasis upon language, the researcher has primarily employed
the interpretive view of culture as a way to frame the phenomenon, but the subsequent
chapters also note findings consistent with culture as a product or instrument of
organizational behavior.
In keeping with this interpretive view, Bergquist’s categories of academic culture are
less structural models, and more distinctly cultural groups based on shared beliefs,
building on Schein’s definition of culture as a
pattern of basic assumptions that a given group has invented, discovered or
developed in learning to cope with its problems of external adaptation and internal
integration, and that has worked well enough to be considered valid, and
therefore, to be taught to new members as the correct way to perceive, think and
feel in relation to those problems. (1985; ctd in Bergquist, 1992, p. 2).
Bergquist lays out the Four Cultures of the Academy to illustrate that each has
arisen for a particular purpose, as a way to achieve an external adaptation (such as
responding to a legislative mandate by imposing bureaucratic procedures) or as a way to
accomplish an internal integration (such as embracing the German ideal of scholarship by
fostering a collegial environment conducive to producing new knowledge). For
Bergquist, the four cultures co-exist in a manner that parallels a biodiversity perspective
in nature: each culture serves as an interdependent habitat for member “species” that
must all thrive so that the entire organization can survive and evolve as external
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environments and internal conditions change. Bergquist describes each culture as
follows:
The collegial culture - finds meaning primarily in the academic disciplines of the
faculty, valuing research and scholarship and the quasi-political governance
processes of the faculty; favors a view of the university as an environment
conducive to creating and disseminating knowledge and developing specific
values among young people.
The managerial culture - finds meaning primarily in organizing towards specific,
measurable goals and purposes, valuing fiscal responsibility and supervision;
favors a view of the university as producing specific knowledge, skills, and
attitudes in its students.
The developmental culture - finds meaning primarily in creating programs that
further the personal and professional growth of all members of the university,
valuing openness and service to others as well as institutional research and
planning; favors a view of the university as encouraging achievement of
everyone’s potential.
The negotiating culture - finds meaning primarily in forming and enforcing
policies and procedures for distributing the university’s resources equally, valuing
confrontation between opposing parties with vested interests in the bargaining
process; favors a view of the university as a place that imparts either the
undesirable social attitudes of the establishment or the “establishment of new and
more liberating social attitudes and structures.” (1992, pp. 4-6).
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Bergquist also theorizes that there is an interdependent relationship between each
pair of the four cultures: that the developmental culture arose in response to what might
have otherwise become a stagnating collegial culture, and thus, the two must co-exist in
opposition. Without pressure from the developmental culture, the collegial members
might lose their ability to adapt to new expectations. Without constant opposition to
change in order to preserve time-honored collegial traditions, there would be no cause for
the developmental culture to pursue. Similarly, if the managerial culture resorts to
exploiting its members as a way to relieve the pressures of fiscal responsibility, the
negotiating culture exists to counterbalance the ultimate demise that may result; the two
are interdependent on one another for survival. Because Bergquist admits, like Schein
and many other scholars of organizational culture, that much of this theory remains
“invisible” to casual observers, an explicit acknowledgement of this framework has
become extremely useful for analyzing and situating the what faculty and administrators
included in this study say about online programs during these strategic technology
changes at their own institutions.
Finally, Bergquist's multiple theory of co-existing cultures is similar to
Birnbaum's view of structures in one more vital way that serves this study: that both the
institution and the individuals benefit from an individual’s ability to move fluidly
between the cultural groups during her career with because these groups co-exist. Both
scholars explain that as individuals move in these ways, so does the relative strength and
dominance of a particular model or culture, allowing the institution to “cybernetically”
self-adjust in response to both external and internal changes as needed (Birnbaum, 1988).
Bergquist rejects Tierney's assertion that “strong, congruent cultures supportive of
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organizational structures and strategies are more effective than weak, incongruent, or
disconnected cultures” (1988, p. 7). Tierney believes, as Bolman and Deal, Barnard, and
even Taylor, to a certain extent, that a single shared goal and a single dominant culture,
so-called “dynamic equilibrium” is the most effective environment for the organization
(Tierney, 1988, p. 18). Referencing colleges in particular though, Bimbaum and
Bergquist’s views challenge those beliefs. For higher education organizations in
particular, which have a much more complicated set of tasks than “production” and a far
more intellectually advanced faculty than industrial “workers,” a more complex view of
co-existing, competing cultures such as Bergquist’s has served as a more appropriate
framework for studying communication about a college’s strategic technology change in
offering an online program.
Given this difference between colleges in particular and organizations in general,
the following study of the language that faculty and administrators use during a strategic
technology change has become a perfect opportunity to test the validity of the general
theories vs. the higher education-specific theories. Based on the literature of academic
cultures, this study demonstrates how the language of each group differs according to
cultural influences that are unique to higher education.
Cultural Experience and Language
Based upon Schein's definition of culture as the “correct way to perceive, think
and feel” (1992), Gee emphasizes how important it is to identify the underlying cultural
models as a way to analyze discourse (1999). Describing “cultural models as tools of
inquiry” Gee lays out several analytical questions that researchers must ask about the
speakers observed in a social situation, including these:
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•

What cultural models are relevant here? What must I, as an analyst, assume people
feel, value, and believe, consciously or not, in order to talk (write), act, and/or interact
this way?

•

Are there differences here between the cultural models that are affecting espoused
beliefs and those that are affecting actions and practices? What soils of cultural
models, if any, are being used here to make value judgments about oneself or others?

•

How consistent are the relevant cultural models here? Are there competing or
conflicting cultural models at play? Whose interests are the cultural models
representing?

•

What other cultural models are related to the ones most active here? Are there ‘master
models’ at work? (Gee, 1999, p. 78),
According to both general and higher education-specific organizational theories,

individual faculty and administrators in groups are likely to embrace different cultural
models. Whether the speakers are consciously aware of their cultural models or whether
these models are “invisible” to the speakers, (Schein, 1992) a discourse analysis is the
best tool to apply theoretical and observational research methods that identify these
models as part of the study. This study has taken up Gee’s questions, using theories from
Bimbaum, Bergquist, and Tierney to build clear cultural models for better understanding
of what faculty and administrators say and do about online programs.
As Schein notes, the strength of the cultural model lies in the degree to which
assumptions, beliefs and values go unquestioned, unchallenged, and unexamined within
the social group. Social reinforcement of language, practices, and procedures among the
members of a professional group in particular tend to strengthen that group’s cultural
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model, as the following reviews of the literature from the managerial and faculty cultures
demonstrate.
Managerial Culture: Impact of the Strategic Perspective on Administrators
Depending on their previous experiences, on their participation in other cultural
groups at different times in their careers, and on what they’ve read or learned about
strategic technology changes, members of the managerial culture will show evidence of
these background experiences in their language choices when they talk about online
programs (Fairhurst & Saar, 1996; Graumann & Kallmeyer, 2002; Ensink & Sauer,
2003). Whether they believe in either the classic, singular organizational theories, or in
the complex, multi-layered college-specific theories, these beliefs about the broadest,
strategic concerns of their organizations also influence the language they use. This
section of the literature review lays out some of the prevailing literature about strategic
technology changes that administrators are likely to have read, or practices that their
predecessors in the managerial culture are likely to have adopted. As Bolman and Deal,
Bimbaum, Bergquist, and Fairhurst and Saar all explain, administrators are also able to
frame their experiences differently, particularly if they have previously participated as
members of the collegial or negotiating cultures at earlier times in their careers. Both
their individual and their cultural group’s histories have a bearing on how they use
language to discuss online programs.
If administrators perceive their roles in relation to the four frames that Bolman
and Deal lay out, they may believe that they are responsible to
a) establish, maintain, and change the responsibilities of their faculty and staff
from a structural perspective;
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b) assess the individual needs of their faculty and staff members from a human
resources perspective;
c) understand and negotiate the interests, positions, and coalitions that may form
among the faculty and staff from a political perspective; and
d) interpret the meanings of symbols, rituals, and artifacts for their faculty and
staff from a symbolic perspective (1997).
All of these perspectives that analyze the range of language choices
administrators make are used in the study that follows.
As this overlay of theories by Weber, Barnard, Fairhurst and Saar, Weick, and
Bolman and Deal theorizes, administrators’ attitudes and actions have a strong
sensemaking impact on everyone else within the academic institution. Therefore,
understanding what administrators say about technology figures as a pivotal piece of this
study. Because administrators perceive themselves to be responsible for facilitating
communications with faculty about technology, administrators’ language choices prove
central to some key faculty perceptions about online programs included in this study.
Furthermore, when their communications from this perspective have been effective,
specific examples of these occasions serve to provide key insights for administrators in
comparable institutional settings who are themselves studying or implementing an online
program.
As members of the managerial culture, technology administrators might also
consider themselves to be what Fullan calls moral leaders, wrho take most seriously the
“people-centric” responsibilities, endeavoring to build and strengthen “relationships,
relationships, relationships” between themselves and their institution's faculty members
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as a way to make sense of a complex academic “culture of change” (2001, p. 51). As
such, technology administrators’ roles are typically likened to the “conductors” who
orchestrate coordination of people to one another, of people to tasks, of tasks to goals,
and of goals to the organization itself.
Emphasizing the centrality of administrators, however, in no way de-emphasizes
the importance of faculty language within this study. Rather, the competing theories of
centrality vs. locality have in fact made it possible to study whether and to what extent
administrator language influences faculty language throughout this study. According to
some higher education scholars, the orchestra metaphor assumes too much desire on the
part of other individuals within the organization to act in harmony, as Barnard pointed
out in his critique of Weber. Rhoades asserts that classical music is the wrong metaphor,
claiming that, “a university is more of a jam session of jazz musicians...because of its
taste for independence, autonomy, and improvisation” (2000, p. 65). Hawkins and Rudy
describe the role of the technology administrators on college campuses in very similar
terms:
... compared to that of an orchestra leader... however, it might be better to
describe today’s CIO role in musical terms as the leader of an improvisational
jazz ensemble (2001, p. 34)
Therefore, college technology administrators are included as interview and
observation participants in this study of administrative language choices during a
strategic technological change.
Central administrators generally have an institution-wide view of the
organization, often suggesting technology changes that they perceive to benefit the entire
university. As members of the managerial (or sometimes the developmental) culture
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(Bergquist, 1988), both technology / operations and academic administrators are often
“scanning'’ the external environment (Hearn & Heydinger, 1984; Daft & Weick, 1984)
for opportunities (like online distance learning) and threats (like legislative calls for
accountability in generating undergraduate credit hours). However, members of the
collegial (and often the negotiating) culture point out that remaining externally focused
and responsive to external forces can compromise the “core values” and internal
competencies of the institution. This fundamental tension between the four cultures
places the typical cultures of administrators (managerial and developmental) on the
external side of Daft and Weick’s strategic planning quadrant, and the typically faculty
cultures (collegial and negotiating) on the internal side of that quadrant. Again, as
Bergquist would argue, both sides are necessarily interdependent in order to maintain that
“cybernetic system” of self-correction (Birnbaum, 1988).
In order to frame this study of the language that members of both sides use during
a strategic technology change, this review next presents a close look at how and why
administrators perceive strategic planning and change management itself as two of their
primary professional responsibilities. Underpinning much of the rationale behind
strategic change is often a keen awareness of the financial “bottom line” of cost
containment, as well as the other side of the ledger, the potential for increasing income.
Driven by a professional mandate to keep these in balance for the overall well-being of
the organization, administrators often form priorities that differ from their counterparts on
the faculty.
Within the context of this financial awareness, college administrators read and
discuss strategic planning literature within their own professional groups. The members
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of this culture tend to derive important managerial advice from their counterparts in
organizations outside academe, which may also account for language differences between
this culture and the faculty culture (Birnbaum, 1988; Bergquist, 1992). The first strategic
planning journal articles and books that administrators are likely to have read in the early
1980s are reviewed in Hearn & Heydinger’s case study of the strategic planning effort
within the University of Minnesota. Hearn & Heydinger detail their case study as a way
to “blend the exhuberant literature of ‘the strategic management revolution’ with the
bittersweet realities of contemporary university organization” (1985, p. 424).
Administrators who have read or are familiar with this perspective would have witnessed
firsthand the fundamental difference between organizational theories in general, and
higher education-specific organizational theories; however, Hearn & Heydinger do not
necessarily mention cultural differences as a possible underlying cause for these
“bittersweet realities.”
Hearn & Heydinger do identify several constraints around strategic planning and
change for universities in particular, namely,
1. the university has difficulty distinguishing its external environment from its
internal organization (innovations in technology are an excellent example:
ENIAC and the internet were “born” in university research labs, popularized in
mass culture, and later heralded as an external environmental force for change)
2. the university’s goals are vague and diffuse because of the rather “open-ended
charge to seek and dispense knowledge”
3. when goals are clear, they are contested (managerial vs. negotiating cultures on
teaching loads and release time, for example)

4. university professionals tend to prefer rationalist data to intuitive future-gazing
(high school graduation data vs. long-term impact of a new insurance company
locating within the university’s boundaries)
5. loose coupling allows both archaic traditions and innovative improvisations to co¬
exist (Weick, 1978) which may slow the adoption of any innovation and may
prolong traditions beyond their usefulness at the same time, consuming twice the
resources
6. cultural values of faculty who warn against consumer-orientation may hamper
environmental scanning efforts
7. universities lack the resources to effectively scan the environment (Sears monitors
over one hundred social, cultural, economic, political, and technological trends in
over one hundred periodicals - just not feasible in the university)
8. universities prefer participatory governance, implying a need for environmental
intelligence to be widely disseminated prior to decision-making, undermining the
possibility of time action in response (Hearn & Heydinger, 1985, pp. 423-424).
At the University of Minnesota and at colleges across America, the recognition of
these constraints did not necessarily deter strategic planning among administrative
leaders, though; strategic planning took hold in the late 1980s and peaked in the 1990s,
judging by the volume of literature published on this topic during that period and on
reports that continue to appear about the practice (Birnbaum, 2002). The increase of
articles in the administrative science literature during this time signifies that members of
the managerial culture were lending scholarly credence to the practice of strategic
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planning in general, and it was only a matter of a few more years before literature began
to appear that linked strategic planning to technological change and to cultural change.
Berge and Schrum were among the first administrative planners to call for a direct
link between strategic planning and technological adoptions (1998). Berge and Schrum
assert that, “in addition to the establishment of a vision, leadership in four areas—
budgeting, infrastructure development, staffing, and policy development—is key to
linking strategic planning and specific program implementation” (p. 6). The model that
they develop overlaps with Lim’s call for cultural paradigm shifts in funding and
professional development during a strategic technology change. Both authors believe that
administrators should bear the responsibility for communicating about and supporting the
conditions around technological change, sharing views that Barnard and Bolman and
Deal espouse: that the technology leader should communicate a single, shared vision
around the technology change, and that s/he must create the financial, developmental, and
cultural conditions necessary to promote that homogeneous perspective about the change.
In keeping with the view that academic cultures are more complex than other
organizations, that they need to co-exist, and that the organization would not do well to
homogenize cultures in this way, several more recent works have sharply criticized both
the strategic planning process itself as well as its effects upon college professionals who
attempt to participate in these processes. Birnbaum takes up a retrospective criticism of
strategic planning in his book Management Fads in Higher Education (2001). In it,
Birnbaum provides focused reviews of the literature from strategic planning as one of
several fads, showing first how the fads emerged outside of higher education, became
touted as models for success and “magical thinking”, were adopted into higher education,
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and proceeded to fail. Birnbaum argues that the failures of strategic planning should not
have come as a surprise to implementers; his literature reviews demonstrate that business
and corporate sources had already been debunking the mythologies surrounding the
practice long before higher education managers adopted it.
For administrators who have read this book, the singular approach to solving complex
institutional problems may have been debunked as well. This study found that
administrators who believe in Birnbaum’s multiple approach to viewing the cybernetic
college (1988) tend to use language differently than those who believe in Barnhard's or
Bolman and Deal’s approach to viewing the college as a more singular organization with
clear, shared goals. Depending on which perspectives they’ve adopted, administrators
tend to describe their experiences about online programs in terms of how well they
perceive others to be adopting the same goals, or they describe the change in terms of the
cultural conflicts they have experienced among other cultural groups who voice different
perspectives about offering online programs.
Examining precisely these types of culture clashes between faculty and
administrators, Swenk (1999) similarly concludes her case study of “planning failures”
with a list of recommendations about considering cultural differences that administrators
should include before they attempt to lead strategic planning initiatives. Likewise, at the
micro-level, Morphew explains that subjective processes often develop within what is
generally portrayed as a rational planning process. In his case study of strategic planning
as a means to “rightsize” a university by eliminating academic programs, Morphew
concludes that, “strategic plans are prone to interpretation and politicization” (2000, p.
276). Administrators who have read these works may recognize some of the complexities
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that Bergquist’s model implies, and their language consequently reflects differences from
the faculty members’ language for exactly these cultural reasons.
Finally, in keeping with this cultural clash theme, three additional articles examine
the effectiveness of strategic planning processes across institutions, in evaluative,
multiple-location case studies. The results of these are particularly useful for this study of
online programs as a particular type of technology change because they highlight the
importance of considering multiple viewpoints about the change simultaneously. In the
first of these, Rhoades turns the “who’s doing it right” question into a set of guidelines
reminiscent of earlier literature, addressing instead the question of “what are some
principles for doing it right?” (2000, p. 42). Rhoades organizes his interviews with
department heads at four public universities where strategic planning has occurred into a
set of management myths and myopias that arise during the processes. In studying the
process of offering a degree program online, these important limitations have served as
another useful way to organize potential pitfalls into which technology change agents or
administrators may fall. Rhoades himself calls for more careful study of the productivity
of administrators especially, noting that their number has grown to comprise nearly half
of all university personnel, and that their roles are increasingly involved in the production
of teaching and research, particularly through instructional technology (p. 62).
Similarly useful are the two more studies, one on the effects of the institutional
culture on change strategies, and the second on the institutional transformation process
and sensemaking, that Kezar and Eckel have completed (2002a; 2002b). Both articles
draw from a larger project that involved six case studies of institutional change, each
spotlighting the results of two different, smaller sets of institutions in particular. In the
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culture article, the authors overlay two complementary organizational theory frames as a
way to organize the strategic change process, Bergquist’s cultural archetypes and
Tierney’s individual institutional culture characteristics (2002a, p. 441). The researchers
demonstrate that this overlay reveals a five core process model that change agents may
follow when implementing strategic change. For the purpose of studying what faculty
and administrators say about offering online programs as a strategic technology change,
the communication process highlighted in this article has proven most instructive.
More specifically, Kezar and Eckel focus their second article from this study on the
central importance of sensemaking that is made possible by naming each of the five core
processes explicitly, a specific directive to administrators for focusing their language on
the processes overtly and collaboratively. Because technological changes in particular
can be so confusing and so likely to alter familiar structures, studying the communication
process offers a clear method for viewing sensemaking processes in the context of a
strategic technology change. As the next section of this review demonstrates, members of
each cultural group hold fundamentally different perceptions about the other group’s
expectations, so the language that each group uses has been influenced by these
perceptions.
Faculty Culture: Impact of Scholarly Roles and Rewards
Because their perceptions of the institutional mission, goals, and primary
functions differ from administrator perceptions, faculty members in this study shared
different opinions about certain aspects of online programs than administrators express.
While administrators tend to see themselves as charged with the overall responsibility for
changing the college in response to what they perceive as environmental conditions,
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faculty members tend to see themselves as charged with the discipline-specific
responsibility for achieving and maintaining academic quality and prestige regardless of,
and indeed, sometimes in spite of, changing environmental conditions. From the faculty
perspective, the production and dissemination of knowledge should not be affected by the
relative ‘‘market demand” that members of the managerial culture would value as an
environmental indicator for strategic direction, nor should these goals be short-changed
by time spent on something like a strategic technology change (Bergquist, 1992).
As a general example of this concept, the following illustrations demonstrate how
this tension might play out in a variety of institutional settings. At doctoral research
university where faculty members are successfully producing high quality research that
enhances the institution’s reputation and prestige, a typical change scenario begins when
administrators receive mandates for enrollment growth to fill a gap between rising
expenses and flat revenues. Of the two cultural groups, administrators are more likely to
respond with an enrollment growth strategy such as a new online program. By contrast,
faculty members would be inclined to oppose that change, based on their cultural
assumptions and beliefs about the goal of the institution to maintain a high quality set of
standards, and based on how they have conceptualized their own professional roles
relative to that goal. Furthermore, based on most rewards and recognition policies,
faculty have every indication that they are fulfilling their proper roles by producing high
volume (quantity), high prestige (quality) publications and attaining research funding
from federal and private sources, the two primary methods for achieving and maintaining
institutional prestige (Clark, 1986; Blackburn, 1995; Fairweather, 1996, 2002).
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By contrast, at a different type of institution, the faculty may be completely
dedicated to teaching, and may realize that they lose many of their students to competing
career responsibilities and institutional inflexibility. In this case, faculty members may
advocate for a distance learning approach to some online programs, but may encounter
resistance from an administration that cannot justify the cost of such a change based on
projected tuition income alone. This example illustrates faculty who may be members of
the developmental culture, eager to grow and change their own skills so that they will
better serve their students, clashing against administrators w'ho are in the managerial
culture and must maintain financial stability for an institution with scarce financial
resources.
While faculty from both the collegial and the developmental cultures will
acknowledge the environmental shift and often respond with genuine efforts to improve
their teaching quality, their managerial counterparts are often at a loss as to how to
fundamentally alter entrenched reward and recognition systems in ways that will respond
effectively to the environmental change. Additionally, technology administrators in
particular may know that specific methods or tools work for communicating, but may in
fact have no way of knowing whether those tools are pedagogically effective. These
challenges are exacerbated by tension with the negotiating culture, which maintains a
strong hold on faculty governance and approval of any changes in such fundamental
systems as rew ard and recognition.
Strategic technology changes, such as implementing online programs, serve as a
vital tool for administrators to generate the type of data they need to measure faculty
inputs (such as credit hours generated, figures that legislators value), but these measures
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are mismatched against what faculty value: outputs (such as the quality of individual
student interaction, the quality of the graduate work they direct, or the quality of graduate
schools students in their majors enter, for instance). This fundamental mismatch between
what administrators need to plan their strategic response to the environmental change and
what the faculty members value in their ongoing perception of the quality goal form the
basis for some differences in language between the two groups during the development of
online programs included in this study.
This study is therefore better informed by a brief review of the literature on
faculty culture, in particular, on faculty roles and rewards, which underscore the
important differences between faculty and administrator perceptions of the institution’s
goals throughout the study. Again, as Bergquist (1992) explains, faculty members may
move fluidly between the collegial, developmental, managerial, and negotiating cultural
groups over the course of a career, and the groups generally co-exist in the same
institution. However, as the research on faculty work and self-reported perceptions on
nationwide surveys demonstrate, many faculty members participate most actively in the
collegial culture for most of their careers (Clark, 1986; Boyer, 1990; Blackburn &
Lawrence, 1995; Bess, 1996; Fairweather, 1996; Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006). This
work is also strengthened by the perspectives that call for a “developmental approach” to
faculty careers to include more equally shared emphases on research, teaching, and
service (Baldwin & Blackburn, 1981; Boyer, 1990; Bland & Bergquist, 1997; O’Meara &
Rice, 2006).
Depending on the faculty members’

ireer stage, academic discipline,

institutional type, and experiences with each of these cultural groups and approaches,
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their language differs slightly from one another, and differs noticeably more from the
language administrators use when they talk about offering online programs.
Before considering the influences of Bergquist’s four cultures, then, it is
important to first consider that there are appreciable differences between faculty members
from different demographics, in different stages of career, and with different academic
affiliations. For example, surveys of attitudes about distance learning tend to show more
resistance at the junior faculty career stage (Betts, 1999; Betts & Wolcott, 1999; Schifter,
2000, 2004) than at the senior faculty stage. Similarly, concerns about technology of
faculty from “soft” disciplines such as humanities and social sciences, tend to be of a
lower order than those concerns of “hard” disciplines such as science and engineering
(Adams, 2002; Maguire, 2005). These differences of perceptions based on contextual
differences have been considered during this study of faculty response to institutional
change, particularly because the change to offering an online program fundamentally
alters the professional roles and responsibilities of faculty, not only for the institutions
included in this study, but as part of a larger national trend (Benjamin, 2003; Finkelstein,
2003; Twigg, 2003; Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006).
Next, the nature and function of the faculty role within the institutional type will
figure as an important influence on what faculty say about online programs (Clark, 1986).
While Bergquist (1992) emphasizes the fidelity that members of collegial faculty have to
the production and dissemination of knowledge, there are decades of research on faculty
roles that document an internal struggle within this culture to integrate the three main
faculty functions (research, teaching, and service) into a single conceptualization of “the”
faculty role (Trow, 1975; Bess, 1977, 1996, 1998; Clark, 1986, 1997; Boyer, 1990;
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Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995; Fairweather, 1993, 1996, 2002; Fairweather & Beach,
2002; Bataille & Brown, 2006; O’Meara & Rice, 2006). Although each of these works
“slices” the faculty role issues in slightly different ways, the consensus among many
scholars is that faculty members at research universities and even at some other
institutional types themselves value (and perceive their administrators to value) their
primary role as researchers, those who produce and disseminate academic knowledge. By
extension, these faculty members tend to perceive the goal of the institution as creating
the conditions necessary for achieving this goal. In many cases, these conditions translate
paradoxically into reduced teaching expectations, and very little connection between
research and teaching (Bess, 1977; 1996; O’Meara & Rice, 2006).
At other institutional types such as associate and baccalaureate colleges, where
faculty value and are rewarded for their primary role as teachers, the radical changes
involved in shifting to online education sometimes lead faculty to be wary of this form of
teaching. This study integrates the findings from earlier works related to faculty culture
and institutional type in developing inteiplays of these influences on what faculty say and
do about online education.
Of course, theorists’ conceptions of the faculty role are undermined by two major
realities in college life: 1) that so much of most faculty members’ time is spent teaching,
even in research universities and 2) that so many rhetorical aspects of higher education
acknowledge the importance of teaching (mission statements, qualitative consideration of
teaching evaluation in the tenure and promotion process, even nominal teaching awards).
Faculty members at most institutional types struggle with the conflicting messages they
receive from others, and the conflicting impressions that they form within themselves,
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particularly those who enjoy teaching and are not commensurately rewarded for these
duties, causing a perpetual lack of role clarity within the collegial culture itself and a
tendency to adopt the least confusing conceptual model for personal needs satisfaction
(Argyris, 1957; March, 1958; Bess, 1996).
In partial response to these conundrums, some scholars have examined the
disparate functions within the faculty role in more detail, discussing a “mythology” of
faculty members’ relative inability to strike an effective balance between teaching and
research, let alone service (Fairweather, 2002). Although his study makes a single,
assumptive proxy for teaching quality (use of active learning techniques), Fairweather
finds that only 6% of all faculty members surveyed nationwide report high productivity
in both high quality research and high quality teaching. Fairweather’s struggle to identify
a suitable proxy for teaching quality (as an output) is itself at the root of one major
conflict between faculty and administrative cultures: the teaching enterprise itself is
extremely difficult to define, rendering it nearly impossible to measure, in terms of
outputs. The circular reasoning that results is confusing at best: if inputs are both credit
hours and the “raw” student, then the quantity of credit hours generated might increase at
the expense of research produced, which in turn results in a decrease in university
prestige and a smaller pool of well-qualified “raw” students who are drawn to more
research-focused institutions.
Turning to the complexities of teaching inputs themselves, Bess argues that too
many developmental programs aimed at improving teaching are not helping faculty
members to connect the teaching function to the research function, that these programs
miss the opportunity to improve the teacher, favoring the teaching (1977). In his work.

63

Bess has found that faculty members enter the academy primarily because they value the
production and dissemination of knowledge that the research function serves well. Bess
laments that very little socialization occurs to enculturate faculty to derive deeper
meaning and intrinsic rewards from their teaching. In later works, Bess examines the
teaching function itself more closely, pointing out that it is technically complex (1996).
In more recent articles, he and others agree that the teaching function alone is become
even more increasingly specialized, which may lead to an “unbundling” or
“disagregrating” (Bess, 1997; Levine, 1997; Paulson, 2002; Benjamin, 2003; Schuster &
Finkelstein, 2006) or a “bifurcating” of faculty roles (Fairweather & Beach, 2002) that
separates teaching from research.
In response to this type of streamlining, some scholars have found that faculty
members who are “relegated to teaching” after poor performance in research may become
defensive when they are asked to account for their productivity (Bess, 1977; Fairweather
& Beach, 2002; Benjamin, 2003). Bergquist’s cultural theory suggests that these faculty
members might welcome a shift to the developmental culture at such a point, an
opportunity to learn more and better ways to conduct research and/or to engage in more
effective teaching practices. Bergquist also suggests that another likely response would
be a faculty shift to the negotiating culture, where a clear, rational, “list” of expectations
and measurable tasks is laid out for all university stakeholders. However, for faculty
members at most universities, participation in either of these two cultures tends to be
temporary, in favor of a return to the collegial culture, where faculty can value and
produce research throughout their careers, research which is clearly valued more by the
administrators, if one is to judge value by financial reward systems (Baldwin &
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Blackburn, 1981; Blackburn et al, 1991; Bland & Bergquist, 1997; O’Meara & Rice,
2006).
One significant study of ambiguity in faculty roles examined Merton’s concept of
manifest and latent roles (Gouldner, qtd. in Shapiro, 1998), laying the groundwork for
several of the books that would follow (Trow, 1975; Clark, 1986; Fairweather, 1996).
Blackburn & Lawrence have labeled these two perceptions as the two most highly
correlated constructs in their faculty motivation framework: ’’self-knowledge” and “social
knowledge” (1995, p. 27).
So we have not only a conflict between the ideal faculty role (what faculty aspire
and believe others to want them to aspire to achieve) and the real faculty role (what
faculty actually do) but we also have the even more divisive concept of a “cosmopolitan”
faculty role, based on what faculty members believe that other members of their
academic discipline nationwide expect of them (almost always represented by published
research). The alternative to this is a “local” faculty role, based on what faculty members
believe that local colleagues and administrators expect of them within their academic
department (usually teaching). Faculty members receive very mixed messages from their
academic communities regarding the importance of each role: paradoxically, their local
colleagues tend to respect and reward them more if they maintain a high profile,
cosmopolitan role (Gouldner, 1957, 1958). These tensions also inform the influences
discussed in this study.
Works that focus specifically on faculty reward systems conclude
overwhelmingly that, at least in research universities, these systems tend to assign the
greatest value to research productivity and quality above any other faculty activities
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(Fairweather, 1993, 1996, and 2002; Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995; Hearn, 1999; Powers,
2000; Weistroffer, Spinelli, Canavos, & Fuhs, 2001; Fairweather & Beach, 2002;
O’Meara & Rice, 2006). Research productivity is often constructed throughout the
literature as the quantity of peer-reviewed publications, while quality is defined by the
relative prestige of the journals or academic presses in which faculty work appears
(Fairweather, 1993, 1996, and 2002; Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995; Hearn, 1999; Powers,
2000; Weistroffer, Spinelli, Canavos, & Fuhs, 2001; Fairweather & Beach, 2002;
O’Meara & Rice, 2006). In every major study, the results are similar: faculty who publish
more are promoted more and earn higher salaries, even in baccalaureate and masters
colleges. For these faculty members in particular, the values of their collegial culture are
not only reinforced by the prestige their institutions earn, but also by the individual
rewards that the institutions bestow upon them. The simplest, undeniable meaning that
faculty can make of these realities is that research is valued by their institutions more
than teaching.
However, the nature of the change itself, redesigning course curricula to be
delivered in a completely new format, also accounts for some subtle resistance examined
in this study. In several earlier studies of faculty workload and compensation, researchers
have determined that workload for faculty who develop and teach online courses is
heavier, yet compensation for development is inconsistent across institutions, and
compensation for delivery is not commensurate with the additional workload (Rockwell,
1999; NCES, 2001-072; Schifter, 2000 and 2004). This study found that some faculty
who declined to participate in online programs did so because they perceived additional
workload with no additional compensation.
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In addition to the influences of faculty roles and reward systems on what faculty
say about online programs, academic disciplines also have an impact. In prior studies of
technology adoption among faculty members in the “hard” or “soft” disciplines,
researchers have found that hard science and mathematics faculty members are more
likely to express higher order concerns about technology adoption, whereas soft social
science and humanities faculty members are more likely to express lower order concerns
(Adams, 2002; Maddux, et al, 2002; MacLean, 2005). For example, where a biologist
might express concern for how efficiently a new technology may be, the literature
professor might express concern for how to access the system in the first place
(Hammond & Bennett, 2001; Adams, 2002). The differences among academic disciplines
further influence what faculty members say about online learning in this study. Together,
these discrete influences on faculty members comprise their senses of “narrative” or the
stories that help faculty members to make sense of their personal and professional
priorities (Birnbaum, 2001). As such, their stories are each unique, representing the
various permutations of the factors described above, resulting in very complex stories.
As noted earlier in this review, there are very few organizational types where the
core professionals identify such complex cultural issues, rendering the higher education
institution a unique organization within which to study a strategic change, particularly a
change that might pose further challenges to communication between members of its two
principal cultural groups. The core issue here is not a fundamental disdain for or
avoidance of the particular technologies that promote innovation and change; rather, it is
an underlying lack of agreement on precisely what is to be changed and why. If the goal
of an online program is to increase credit hours by placing more courses online to reach
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more students at lower instructional costs, then faculty members in the collegial culture
may turn first to questions of quality. How will quality even be defined, if the basic
structure of the classroom assumptions as we know them will be completely replaced?
Weick’s reflection on the Mann Gulch disaster becomes important whenever such
structural and sensemaking changes occur simultaneously at the institution.
“Dr. Johnson, Em sorry to disturb you during your office hour, but I
wondered whether you and the rest of the English faculty have touched base on
whether we can zip through that user focus group this afternoon?”
“Actually, Ms. Toffler, Eve not had the opportunity' to see my colleagues
today. Blake and Wordsworth are giving a paper at the MLA in Chicago this
week, while Dickinson and Whitman are meeting with the College English editors
to select a new member of the editorial board over in Indiana. Arnold is attending
yet another one of those professional development workshops at the Center for
Excellence in Teaching. Em a bit at a loss to account for Frost; I believe he has a
tight revision deadline for the Journal of New England Literary Studies, who has
recently accepted his paper on the symbolism of snow or some such related
topic. ”
“Oh, I see. Dr. Johnson, do you think you and I might take a few minutes
to click through the screens together, then ? ”
“Ms. Toffler, 1 would be delighted to accept your offer. However, our
Provost has insisted that I review this dossier from a junior faculty' member in
Psychology whose publications seem to reference linguistic theories, confounding
his tenure review committee. Eve promised the Provost that I would review the
articles today and render my opinion as a linguist, although this crossdisciplinary- approach causes me some grave concerns. The Provost is expecting
my opinion today, so Em afraid we will have to find another opportunity to
discuss the, uh, do forgive me, Ms. Toffler, I find Em without words to name the
matter you wish to review with me. ”
“The CMS, Dr. Johnson, the Course Management System. ”
“Yes, yes, of course. How would next Thursday at 2:00pm suit you? I
believe we have ten minutes on the department meeting agenda for your
presentation. Will that do?”
“Thank you, Dr. Johnson, l suppose that’s the best we can do. A weeks’
delay will definitely push the project back, but your department is on the critical
path. Ell see you all then. Several of the emails I sent bounced back, so Ell send
around printed copies of the screens to your mail boxes so that you ’ll have time to
review those prior to the meeting. Ten minutes isn ’t a lot of time, so we’ll have to
be sure that everyone has reviewed the screens prior to our meeting, too. ”
“Thank you, Ms. Toffler. That would be perfect. Ell be sure we’ve all read
your documents in advance, and we will see you then. ”
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Discussion
Coming from these two contrasting positions within the institution, faculty and
administrators tend to focus on different perspectives about online programs. In addition,
the pace of technological innovation, the pressure imposed by external stakeholders, and
the daily workload that higher education professionals manage also tend to render their
communications hasty, sometimes at cross-purposes, and generally, without much
opportunity for one group to better understand the reasons that inform the other's
perspective. In higher education studies, we need more careful examination of the
language that each cultural group uses when they communicate about online education as
a strategic technology change. We need to situate this language in terms of the underlying
cultural assumptions, beliefs, and values that govern it as a w7ay to better understand how
each group perceives, discusses, and behaves in response to the change.
From this review of the literature, we are left with three essential questions to
resolve in this study, one arising from each body of literature reviewed:
1) Can we study colleges as though they are similar to organizations in general, or
must we regard them as uniquely complex settings that require oppositional,
interdependent cultures to co-exist in order to survive?
2) What can we learn about the cultural assumptions, beliefs, and values of
administrators by studying what they say about online programs?
3) What can we learn about the cultural assumptions, beliefs, and values of faculty
members by studying what they say about online programs?
To answer the first question, we must briefly revisit the differences between the
literature about general organizational theories and about higher education institutions in
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particular. General organizational theories tell us that workers and managers may engage
in compromise, coercion, or cooperation with each other as they strive to achieve a
single, shared organizational goal (Follett, 1925; Barnard, 1938; Weber, 1947; Pfeffer,
1997; Bolman & Deal, 1997), often at the expense of individual workers’ desires or
perceptions (Argyris, 1957; March, 1958; Daft & Weick, 1984). However, higher
education theories tell us that the organizational goals are neither singular nor shared at a
college. Goals, values, and functions are, in fact, often interdependently oppositional,
juxtaposed against one another in a deliberate cybernetic system (Hearn & Heydinger,
1985; Birnbaum, 1988; Bergquist, 1992; Rhoades, 1999; Swenk, 1999; Kezar & Eckel,

2002).
Although shared goals and idealistic cooperative models have a seductive appeal
for framing a study about multiple groups co-existing at a college, there may be a danger
inherent in trying to integrate opposing perspectives in such a study, a danger for the
cultural groups to inadvertently create a situation where the university, “to some extent,
may create the external environment” (Daft & Weick, 1984, p. 287).
For example, if we assume that academic cultures share a single organizational
goal, it would theoretically be possible for administrators to overcome faculty scrutiny of
that change by simply communicating clearly how the strategic technology change would
advance that shared goal (Barnard, 1938; Bolman & Deal, 1997). Administrators might
be able to say “we all want to increase the total number of credit hours we teach in highdemand subjects like business; therefore, this new course management system will allow
us to reach that goal more quickly and efficiently, once we agree which vendor to use and
how to conduct training.” If this truly were the case, if faculty participated willingly in
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some cooperative decision-making about which system to select and how best to
implement it, the result might be a case of the college actually creating the external
environment in three steps. First, a legitimate perceived demand for business courses
(waiting lists, for example) would result in the college implementing a system to measure
the number of business courses offered. Second, the system would then generate reports
that lead to restructuring so that the institution could offer more business courses. Third,
in responding to a perceived “market,” the college actually creates the conditions of that
market by offering more courses, when in fact, the original condition may have actually
been a result of scheduling conflicts.
Absent the oppositional, interdependent cultural beliefs from faculty members
who question the assumption about whether the college should increase the total number
of credit hours in high-demand subjects like business, the institution might eventually
find itself in the unsustainable position of pursuing a single goal that leads either to its
demise when the demand for business courses fails to meet the institution’s increased
supply, or to the inevitability of constantly re-structuring in response to the next highdemand courses. In this case, the external environment might paradoxically suggest
conditions under which the institutional response signals its demise.
Of course, there are several examples of organizations exactly like the one
described above in higher education today: the University of Phoenix is perhaps the most
famous among them (Sperling, 2000; Ruch, 2001). More like an “organization in
general” than its name would suggest, the University of Phoenix does espouse a single
shared goal and set of cultural assumptions: to offer profitable, responsive programs of
study that serve the needs of working professional adults. If this study of administrator
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and faculty language had taken place at the University of Phoenix, then the existence of
this single shared goal would make the classic organizational theories the most accurate
body of literature to use, providing a theoretical framework that matches the
organizational type.
However, because the goals of this study sought to examine influences of faculty
rank, career and status as well as institutional type, it necessarily takes place at non-profit
colleges and universities. Within these setting, shared goals that both groups embrace are
not nearly as evident as they would be at a for-profit institution like the University of
Phoenix (Bimbaum, 1988; Duderstadt, 2001).
By contrast, among the phenomena examined in this study is the counter¬
balancing forces present in university cultures, which allow the entire organization to
persist by forcing innovation to happen in smaller departments, rather than across the
entire organization. The loosely-coupled structure of non-profit colleges and universities
lends itself to the type of “experimentation, testing, coercion, invented environments, and
learning-by-doing” perceptions that Daft & Weick discuss as so important among all four
quadrants of their model,
perhaps the process of interpretation is so familiar that it is taken for granted,
which may be why little research on the topic has been reported...[but] the
research implication of the interpretation system perspective is that scanning and
sensemaking activities are at the center of things. Almost every other outcome is
in some way contingent on interpretation, (p. 293)
For the colleges and universities, it is vital that all cultural groups participate in
the scanning and sensemaking activities, offering their opposition and tension as a way to
counterbalance homogeneity; otherwise, a single view might lead to an unsustainable
future for such a complex organization.
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Having resolved that the answer to the first question depends entirely on the
institutions chosen for study, the larger philosophical question remains: what might
happen if all colleges were to behave like organizations in general, like the University of
Phoenix? While a fascinating question worthy of further exploration elsewhere, the
question is beyond the scope of this study, which assumes that some colleges might opt to
follow this example, while others will opt to remain complex and multi-faceted
organizations with competing cultures and goals.
Given the decision to study this topic at complex colleges with multiple goals, we
turn next to an integrated examination of the second and third questions together: What
can we learn about the cultural assumptions, beliefs, and values of administrators and
faculty by studying what they say about online programs?
Using higher education literature as our base for situating the organizational
approaches to this study, this study tests the assertion that central administrators are
familiar with such concepts as the flexibility that loose coupling allows universities
(Birnbaum, 1988; Orton & Weick, 1990). However, the literature about technology at
colleges also suggests that the members of administrative cultures actually tend to favor
changes that come from a central department, for efficacy (to do better) as well as for
efficiency (to do more with less). The literature suggests that central administrators are
best equipped to see the *’big picture” of the university’s administrative responsibilities
(Dolence, 1997; Petrides, 2000; Poley, 2001; Hawkins, 2002). As a result, their language
in this study illustrates some of the tension between their central authority and the
willingness of more unit-specific administrators and faculty members to agree with their
decisions towards favoring centrality.
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In the case of offering courses online, administrators from a central department
like the Office of Information Technology or the Center for Teaching Excellence are
generally those best-suited to lead or at least provide support for that change. However,
faculty members or department chairs might prefer to incorporate elements of technology
support right inside their own areas, rather than participate as one of many internal
“clients” vying for shared central services. In part, this study includes a look at how some
administrators in central offices interpret the reasons that faculty offer for opposing
centralized services. As a result, this study looks closely at what cultural assumptions
those administrators hold regarding the goals of the institution. Conversely, at some
institutions included in this study, faculty innovation and entrepreneurship are the
catalysts for the online program, rather than administrative directive. In such cases, the
intriguing questions examined include how faculty members articulate their vision and
creativity within what may already be a managerial environment, given the costs of
technology-intensive resources and the absence of administrative rewards or mandates.
In both sets of circumstances, the question of what members from each group say
about their perspectives remains the principal focus of the following investigation.
For example, where administrators might perceive the goal of the new online
degree program offered in a very specific format as a way to offer more courses to more
students with less strain on physical facilities, faculty might perceive the goal of the
system as a way to serve students in response to their needs as individuals, as consumers
or customers who prefer the convenience of “anytime, anyplace” on their own computers
to the relative inconvenience of driving to and parking on campus. In her own work about
technology leadership on college campuses, Poley concludes that “proceeding on the
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belief that a ‘right' solution exists - that one type of device, e-mail system, or product or
process must be used - is doomed to failure” (2001, p. 90). This study includes a look at
the extent to which some administrators believe in this perspective of distributed
technological support vs. a central solution that serves the entire college.
The cultural contrasts that a new online program brings to the fore are further
complicated by the unclear processes and older technologies that may suddenly be
scrutinized because of the new system. As Petrides, Khanuja-Dhall, & Reguerin
discovered, “information that was once individually owned and managed became visible
to the entire department. Historically, faculty were not used to working together
collectively to solve department-wide problems” (p. 124). As we might expect from
Barnard’s explanation about accepting a new order, the language from faculty members
differs from their administrative counterparts when they perceive this change as one that
opposes the institution’s goals or as one that threatens their own well-being (Argyris,
1957).
Much as the potential for collaboration that administrators envision for such a
change might have followed Follett’s suggestion for finding integrative solutions, the
faculty involved in the Petrides case study demonstrate why Nohoria’s critique of
Follett’s idealism may also hold true at an American college: very often people are not
comfortable sharing all of the available information with one another to find a single-best
solution, particularly if that single-best solution jeopardizes alternative approaches as a
result of new-found efficiency. In the case of offering online courses, pedagogies and
learning materials become very visible, which poses a whole new set of questions that
faculty members and administrators must contemplate for the future.
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Furthermore, researchers enjoy a distinct advantage from studying these new
occasions for cross-cultural communications in the context of the change at the
institution, as it is unfolding (Pfeffer, 1997). The setting is particularly important to
consider in its entirety, because higher education organizations generally distribute some
decision-making authority throughout their departments, while retaining other decisions
to central administration. To negotiate these processes, faculty and administrators form
committees, some of which are standing, others of which are ad hoc (Birnbaum, 1988;
Leslie 1996), but all of which are competing against one another as well as against other
core activities (like student recruitment, instruction, retention, or research) for
participants’ attention. “People tend to move in and out of various parts of the
organization, and their involvement in any issue depends to a great extent on what other
opportunities for their attention happen to be available at the same time” (Birnbaum,
1988, p. 156). Such is the role of shared governance within colleges when it comes to
decision-making, a role that Eckel describes as equally shared by faculty and
administrators (2000, p. 34) and consequently, such is the need for researchers to observe
this phenomenon in the institutional setting, as this study does.
Included in the study is a look at the temporaneity of participation that also allows
some participants to capitalize on these weaknesses of shared governance, as Swenk
(1999) points out in her critique of strategic planning between the “clashing cultures” of
administrators and faculty members. Swenk finds that some participants in her study
deliberately “stalled” one another throughout what should have been a collaborative
process. In reporting the results of their case studies of more generalized changes (not
specifically technology-related) at several institutions, Kezar and Eckel (2002) re-
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emphasize the importance of considering academic culture through multiple lenses as a
means to understand the unique settings of these organizations. Consequently, this study
begins with just such a diagnostic approach, first identifying the prevailing cultural
assumptions, beliefs, and values that members of each group holds, and then moving to a
close examination of the language that each uses in the context of that culture. As a
result, this study provide vital information, not only for the members of the groups being
studied, but also for those external stakeholders who share an interest in change within
higher education: students, legislators, taxpayers, and trustees.
Thus, literature from all of these areas: organizations in general, colleges as
particular organizational types, strategic change in colleges, online and distance learning,
faculty culture, and managerial culture, have all formed the theoretical bases for this
study of what faculty and administrators say about online programs. From this
foundation, the researcher has observed and documented the conversations that took
place between faculty and administrators during the process of offering an online
program. The discourse observed and collected throughout the study provides more
information to scholars and higher education stakeholders who may be undergoing
similar initiatives at their own institutions. The patterns of similarity and difference
among and between these groups will also prove helpful to those who are planning future
conversations about online programs.
Conclusions
This study offers some additional insight into the ways that faculty and
administrators, as members of oppositional, interdependent cultural groups, communicate
with one another while developing an online program. Generally, the assumptions,
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values, and beliefs held by members of each group help us to situate their
communications more concretely in the context of their cultural groups. Specifically,
what faculty and administrators say about online programs will differ by several factors
about which the literature offers some guidance, namely institutional type, academic
discipline, academic culture, and faculty work life conditions. A careful analysis of these
communications in light of these influences throughout the study provides all parties with
an interest in offering online programs with an opportunity to understand more about how
each group perceives their institution and this change within that context.
The next chapter will provide a rationale for studying this phenomenon by using a
multi-site case study design that has enabled the researcher to gather the data necessary to
examine these conversations. Methodological details and limitations will be discussed in
Chapter 3 as well.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY
This chapter presents a brief summary of the conceptual framework detailed in
Chapter 2, the set of research questions that have guided this study, and the qualitative
research design selected for use in this study. Limitations of the design are also included
in this chapter.
Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework supporting this study arises from the synthesis of three
main areas of literature: organizational behavior; strategic change and the managerial
culture; and faculty roles, rewards, motivation and behavior. In drawing these three areas
of research together, the researcher has established a basis from which to frame questions
about what members of each cultural group say and do when developing an online
program. The purpose of this study was to seek responses to those questions drawn from
the theoretical framework from the conversations and other forms of communication that
occur among faculty and administrators.
As noted in Chapter 2, higher education organizations differ from other types of
organizations in three key areas:
1) strategic decision making, particularly about curriculum, is shared among
members from two dominant cultural groups: faculty and administrators;
2) members of these two cultural groups may not share a common view of the
organization's mission and goals; and
3) dissenting views from among and within each cultural group are necessary for
the ongoing adaptation and long-term stability of the institution. These differences
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suggest that phenomena such as strategic technology change within higher education
organizations are best studied within their contexts, as opposed to extricating
organizational behaviors of individuals from their settings (Pfeffer, 1997). In addition,
higher education organizations are highly complex, suggesting that a researcher should
consider several layers or “frames” of these institutions that may co-exist simultaneously
(Birnbaum, 1988; Bergquist, 1992; Bolman & Deal, 1997).
Specifically, the researcher considered that the language, sensemaking and
behavior of individuals w'ithin a higher education organization were influenced by several
theories of organizational behavior simultaneously: the individual’s view of the
organization’s purpose (Tierney, 1988; Birnbaum, 2002); their individual personality
needs and developmental stage (March, 1957; Argyris, 1973); their membership in one or
more cultural groups during their career span (Birnbaum, 1988; Bergquist, 1992; Schein,
1992; Kezar & Eckel, 2002); their view of their own roles and responsibilities within the
organization (Clark, 1986; Boyer, 1990; Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995; Bess, 1996;
Fairweather, 1996; Bland & Bergquist, 1997; Hawkins & Rudy, 2001; Birnbaum, 2002);
and how they make sense of an online program (Daft & Weick 1984; Freberg, Floyd, &
Marr, 1995; Rogers, 1995; Gioia & Thomas, 1996; Baldwin, 1998; Adams, 2002). Each
of these factors were considered throughout this study as influences on what faculty and
administrators had to say about offering an online program.
In particular, college administrators were expected to frame their language in
deliberately broad ways, based on their own beliefs, values, and assumptions about the
institution and the role of this change on enrollment, growth strategy and infrastructure
(Fairhurst & Saar, 1996; Bolman & Deal. 1997; Swenk, 1999; Kezar & Eckel, 2002b).
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Where the administrators had participated in the collegial, the developmental, and / or the
negotiating cultures at previous stages of their careers (Bergquist, 1992) the researcher
observed evidence of these influences in their language as well. Therefore, in this study,
these important aspects of the administrators’ roles have been considered carefully and
corresponding data was sought through the use of qualitative research techniques.
Furthermore, previous studies of faculty roles and rewards suggest that faculty
speak about offering courses online in a similarly wide variety of ways, influenced by
their view of the institution’s purpose, their own role perception, rank, status and career
stage, their previous and current participation in cultural groups, and perhaps even their
membership in an academic discipline type. In the case where a collective bargaining unit
is present, the study has also included the influence of that structure as well. Therefore,
the qualitative research design that elicits these data most appropriately has been selected
for this study.
In summary, a review of these three literature bases suggests that there will be
observable differences between the language faculty and administrators use to discuss
this type of strategic technology change, based on their cultural assumptions, beliefs, and
values about their own roles, about one another’s roles, and about the role of the
institution itself. This study focused on examining the language that members of both
groups use.
Understanding the differences between what individuals in each group say about
putting courses online helps scholars of higher education to recognize reasons for their
responses to this type of technological change: compliance, encouragement, resistance,
modification, virtual adoption, etc. Identifying and explaining these responses is
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important because the growth of online programs continues at a rapid pace, suggesting
that many more institutions will face similar situations over the next few years. These
institutions stand to benefit from a better understanding of how those featured in this
study respond to putting courses online within their own institutional contexts. The
findings from this study will be helpful to members of both faculty and administrative
groups, as well as to stakeholders such as trustees, legislators, students and their parents.
Research Questions
Throughout the process of offering an online program, faculty and administrators
are likely to engage in many conversations, both within and between their respective
cultural groups. This study will investigate the following questions through an
examination of those conversations:
1. What do faculty and administrators say about online programs?
a.

What are the differences and similarities in what they say?

b. What values and beliefs about their roles and responsibilities influence
what they say?
c.

How do those values and beliefs influence the discourse of each
group?

2. How is each group's discourse influenced by their academic culture?
a.

How do their personal and professional perceptions of themselves in
relation to their new online program influence each group's discourse?

b. How do the contexts of program development, technological support,
institutional type, academic discipline, and career stage influence each
group's discourse?
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3.

Given what each group believes and what they say about the technology
change, how do they behave as a result?
a.

How do these behaviors impact the overall implementation and
coordination of the online program?

Because this study has investigated a series of “how” questions in a contemporary
situation over which the researcher has no control, a case study method is the most
appropriate methodology for this project (Yin, 1994). While a single-case would provide
richly detailed information about the individuals in a particular college, the results would
be very narrowly limited to that particular “small world” of the department placing its
courses online (Clark, 1986). However, in order to include perspectives from both, the
“small worlds” and the “different worlds” of different departments within different
institutional types (Clark, 1986), a multiple-case study was selected as the most
appropriate design (Yin, 1994). Furthermore, because institutional culture is bound to a
context, every institution’s culture is different, so the more institutions we are able to
study, the more context-specific variety we will have for identifying themes and patterns
(Kuh& Whitt, 1988).
Key Features of the Case Study Method
The case study method allows the researcher to focus on the academic department
as a unit of analysis, situating its faculty members within the specific context of the
college environment, rather than artificially extracting the department members’ behavior
in an experiment, or isolating perspectives out of context in a survey design (Pfeffer,
1997). In addition, the case study method calls for triangulating the data obtained from
interviews and observations with document analysis, artifacts, and, where applicable,
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archival records and participant-observations (Yin, 1994). All of these data sources are
readily available from colleges, serving as the raw data that is vital to establishing the
context in which the change phenomenon is taking place. Conducting the case study at
multiple sites will also allow the researcher to see if findings are consistent across
institutional types, and what, if any, influences institutional type might have upon faculty
and administrator discourse. In addition, the case study method calls for a detailed
protocol, which aids the researcher throughout the preparation, data gathering,
documentation, and case reporting processes. The protocol followed in this study is
outlined in the sections that follow.
Procedures

Initial Site Selection was based on the decision to study the phenomenon of a

offering online programs within a variety of institutional settings. As a result, purposive
sample selection was the most effective method for choosing each site to be included,
based on three key criteria.
First, each site selected was involved in offering courses via the internet between
the Fall 2005 and the Fall 2006 semesters. The discussions about offering courses online
vary widely among institutions, with some evidence of “fast track'’ discussions having
led to such programs in just a few short months. Many others, however, take a longer
period of time, and follow a progression of several years. Regardless of the pace, the
institutions selected for inclusion in this study had received internal and external
approvals of the decision to offer a completely online program, and had already begun
the process of implementing the change by engaging in observable communication about
it: meetings, memoranda, reports to trustees, training sessions for faculty, press releases.
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notifications to accrediting bodies, and catalog mailings to prospective students, for
example.
Second, the total sample of sites contained one associate level and one
doctoral/research institution because the literature reviewed in the previous chapters
suggests that these two institutional types are providing a majority of online courses

er

nationwide. Furthermore, cultural beliefs in each institutional type will yield valuable

offering fewer of these programs (Allen & Seaman, 2004), one institution of this type
was selected in order to discern any notable contrasts due to the influence of institutional
type. Notably, institutions whose main goals are for-profit (such as the University of
Phoenix) have been excluded because they are less likely to evidence the conversations

environments as outlined in Chapter 2.
Among the non-profit institutions selected, the selection process attempted to
prefer a variety of the departments offering each degree program, favoring a mix of
academic disciplines and program types. A variety of subjects and programs further
highlights the concept of “different world” perspectives for this study. However, this
consideration followed the consideration of institutional type, which was further
constrained by the limitation of one researcher with access to institutions in the
northeastern US who were willing to be included in this study.
Third, because many institutions employ a variety of faculty incentives for this
type of technological change, the use of these incentives formed the basis of the next

85

Afciviitn

i

occasioned between faculty and administrative perspectives in loosely coupled

xs~a^H£AfWS\srytv

worlds”) at each site (Clark, 1986). In addition, given that baccalaureate colleges are
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context for both the different departments (“small worlds”) and different types (“different

criterion for site selection. Literature from distance education indicates that faculty
workload for those who teach online is heavier (NCES, 2001-072); yet compensation
schemes for these faculty members typically do not reflect a commensurate increase in
pay (Freberg, Floyd & Marr, 1995; Miller & Husmann, 1999; Rockwell, 1999; Wolcott,
1999; Wolcott & Betts, 1999; Shifter, 2000 and 2004; Kamata & Bower, 2001; NCES,
2001-072; Maguire, 2005). As sites were considered for inclusion, the type of incentive
programs were considered: stipend / bonus for course development, class size limits,
ongoing additional compensation, and / or inclusion of the online activity towards tenure
/ promotion. Special attention was paid to include two sites where faculty members
initiated the online program, where the remaining site involved an administrator-led
initiative, again to provide opportunities to study possible contrasts between this factor.
The researcher began site selection with lists of likely institutions drawn from
several sources: the Department of Education lists of institutions approved to offer online
programs, an index of Middle States Commission notifications of substantive change
requests for offering online programs, and news articles from archived issues of the
Chronicle of Higher Education that announce newly launched online programs. From
these lists, the researcher identified prospective sites by conducting an internet search of
pre-qualified institutions in the mid-Atlantic region of the northeastern United States (to
ensure access by a single-researcher). The researcher next searched the institutional web
pages of each prospective site to verify the time period during which the degree program
launched, and to identify key administrators responsible for both technology and
academic affairs on each campus.
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To complete the process of selecting three sites willing to participate, the
researcher then contacted each technology and academic administrator by telephone,
using an introduction from a colleague in a similar position whenever possible to increase
the likelihood of access to that site. During the initial conversation, the researcher used a
screening protocol to ensure that each site indeed met all of the selection criteria, i.e. that
a department has launched an online program, that interactions between faculty and
administrators about the change are still underway, and that the institution would be
willing to share its documents for inclusion in this study. As reciprocity to institutions
that agreed to participate, the researcher offered access to the literature review, copies of
the case study findings, and any related services that she could provide as a distance
learning program development specialist.
Each of the site contacts next received a copy of a research summary for their
review, formally requesting their participation in this study. When one doctoral/research,
one associate level institution and one baccalaureate college were identified (Carnegie,
2001), the researcher presented the contacts at each site with the appropriate letter of
verification included in Appendix A, noting a promise of confidentiality and the use of
pseudonyms for each participating institution and its participants.
Sample Selections: Participants from each site were also selected with a set of

three guiding criteria, corresponding to the research questions.
First, the administrators selected were serving in a variety of positions, ranging
from top-level leadership to middle-management, but all had authority to participate in
making decisions regarding information technology, student recruitment, advising and
even some aspects of curricular changes. In short, a “seat at the table” for decisions
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related to online programs was required for inclusion. For more comprehensive results
wherever possible, at least one top-level administrator was selected from each site,
including Vice Presidents, Executive Officers and Provosts. In addition, the middle-level
and lower level academic and technology professionals such as deans and directors were
also included.
Second, after having obtained verification from administrators who met all the
selection criteria, the researcher asked the principal contact at each site for a list of
faculty members who belong to the department offering an online program. This list was
then used to select a sample that included faculty in as many major career stage and ranks
as possible: adjunct, instructor/lecturer, assistant, associate, full. Using snowball
sampling during the initial interviews, the researcher subsequently selected additional
participants based on recommendations from both faculty members and administrators.
The researcher repeated this process until a minimum of twenty participants from each
site had consented to participate.
Third, participants agreed not only to the personal interviews, but also to
observation opportunities (in meetings and training sessions) and for member checks, a
factor that was considered during participant sample selection. Those prospective
participants unable or unwilling to be observed were excluded from the study with no
consequences to themselves and no disclosure to the principal points of contact at each
site.
Role of the Researcher In a case study design, as in all qualitative research, the

role of the researcher falls along a continuum from observer to participant (Rossman &
Rallis, 1998). For this study, the researcher was an observer-participant, collecting data
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based on a set of predetermined research questions and guided by a grounded theory
approach (Merriam, 1998).
The researcher recognizes that all research designs must include safeguards for
participant confidentiality, researcher biases, data validity, and reliability. In qualitative
research, the researcher is primarily responsible to build these safeguards into every stage
of the study, employing a variety of mechanisms (Rossman & Rallis, 1998; Neuman,
2002). Such mechanisms include statements of possible researcher bias and assumptions,
data triangulation, and member checks, each of which are included below.
The researcher has experience with online programs as both a faculty member and as
an administrator. Having taught traditional and online classes for a research institution, a
private liberal arts college, and for an associate level community college, the researcher
recognizes that she has a strong identification with the faculty role under examination in
this study. Similarly, having also served as an academic technology administrator in
faculty development, strategic planning, and student service systems at all three
institutional types, the researcher also acknowledges a strong familiarity with that cultural
group as well. The researcher discloses these experiences as an acknowledgement of
possible biases that may emerge during the data collection, analysis, and discussion
stages of the proposed study, and has made every effort to guard against biases by
continually checking each stage against these prior experiences. During the course of the
study, when the researcher suspected bias, she checked in with her advising team and
conducted member checks to strengthen the integrity of this study.
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Data Collection Methods included interviews, observations, and analyses of

documents as well as artifacts at each site. After receiving verbal confirmation of their
willingness to participate, the researcher contacted participants via email with copies of
the research outline and consent forms, which also granted participants the opportunity to
review tapes and transcripts, and/or opt to participate in member checks. A copy of the
Informed Consent form is included in Appendix B.
Upon receiving signed statements from participants, the researcher next arranged
for personal interviews to transpire in a tape-recorded or note-taking session of
approximately 60 minutes at the participants’ convenience. A focused interview approach
to each session included specific questions designed to elicit concrete examples of the
language that participants use to describe how they make sense of offering the online
program. Sample interview protocols are attached in Appendix C. These protocols served
as guidelines for all 60 interviews (approximately 20 per site).
According to Rossman & Rallis, interviewing is “the hallmark of qualitative
research’' (2003, p. 180). They explain that researchers should conduct interviews
•

To understand individual perspectives

•

To probe or clarify

•

To deepen understanding

•

To generate rich, descriptive data

•

To gather insights into participants’ thinking

•

To learn more about the context

(Rossman & Rallis, 2003, p. 180).
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For all of these reasons, the interviews formed the basis for additional data that
were also used in the discourse analysis stage of this study. Furthermore, according to
Merriam, interviewing is the best technique to use when conducting case studies,
particularly when the data are best related through the experiences of the participants
themselves (1998, p. 72).
After conducting each interview, most of the tape recordings and handwritten
notes were transcribed into word processed documents, then stored electronically and in a
printed case study database for later review and analysis. All interviews and transcripts
were catalogued in the case study database substituting pseudonyms for names or
personally identifying information at each site.
Obsen'ations were also used where both participants and non-participants in the

online programs were likely to engage in a variety of sensemaking activities (Daft &
Wieck, 1984; Thomas, Clark & Gioia, 1993; Gioia & Thomas, 1996; Kezar & Eckel,
2002) related to this technology change, so this study also includes excerpts selected from
approximately 4-6 hours of focused field observations at each site, taking place at either
administrative or faculty meeting when participants engaged conversations about issues
related to their online programs. The researcher used an observation protocol form that
was designed specifically to focus on particular circumstances and details that pertain
most closely to the research questions (see Appendix D for the observation protocol).
Detailed field notes taken on an observation field notes recording form were used to
separate events and quotes from Observer Comments during each session. A blank field
note form is attached in Appendix E.
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The researcher wrote expanded observation notes immediately after each session
ended. In addition, after each observation, pseudonyms were selected for any participants
who had not yet participated in their interviews prior to the observation. These were later
verified with each interview participant, in accordance with the terms of the consent
form. All observation notes were then catalogued in the case study database.
Documents are also an important source of data for case studies, functioning as a

“ready-made source of data easily accessible to the imaginative and resourceful
investigator (Merriam, 1998, p. 112). Rossman and Rallis refer to documents as one
aspect of the “material culture” that researchers must study to gather as much “thick
description” of their environments as possible (2003, p. 198).
Technology and academic professionals alike generally develop many documents
pertaining to their projects, including related policies and procedures, as well as notes
about processes and timelines. Faculty and administrators also generate revised syllabi,
memoranda, meeting agendas, minutes, and procedural documents throughout the course
of a strategic technology change. Central administrators produce marketing and recruiting
materials in light of a new program as well. All of these documents served to provide yet
another lens through which to look at the language that members of each group used
during the course of the online program as a strategic technology change.
Only those documents that best represented sensemaking strategies and
opportunities that were uncovered during interviews or observations were collected.
Minutes of meetings proved particularly useful in triangulating the data collected during
interviews and observations because these documents captured the language that
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participants used about process issues throughout their discussions. Each document
collected was also catalogued in the case study database.
Archival records, like documents, are another form of ‘’material culture”

(Rossman & Rallis, 2003, p. 198) that offer researchers additional data. Defined as “the
routinely gathered records of a society, community, or organization,” archival records
also provide “an excellent data source for studying changing social mores” (Merriam,
1998, p. 114). In this study, institutional data, accreditation reports, external evaluations,
archives of institutional publications, mission statements, trustee charges and resolutions,
policies, procedures, and contracts were all examples of archival records used to further
strengthen the data gathered for analysis. The researcher analyzed as many of these
documents as time and access permitted, based primarily on guidance from the research
questions, interviews, document analysis, and observations, according to the Level 1-2
protocol questions described in the next section. Archival records were also catalogued in
the case study database.
Artifacts very often capture the espoused beliefs of decision-makers at the

institution because these objects take tangible forms, such as a fully-funded, program-rich
“Center” for teaching or academic excellence, or billboards about the online program, for
example. At some institutions, faculty-authored works are prominently displayed in
showcases, and at others, there are actual “bargaining tables” or “negotiation rooms”
where parties meet to wrangle over contractual issues. Two of the institutions who have
pioneered internet-based programs in this study have built computer labs specifically
dedicated to faculty development. Wherever they were in evidence at each case site, such
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artifacts served as additional data sources to support or challenge cultural beliefs and
values uncovered in interviews, observations, document analyses, and survey results.

Ethical Considerations
Participants each received an Informed Consent Statement (attached in Appendix
B). On the form, participants were invited to review their transcripts, allowing for both,
member checks, and protection of the participants in the event that they felt at all
uncomfortable about anything they shared in interviews. To encourage participants to be
honest without any fear of disclosure or retribution, the researched ensured that
individual participants’ names, departments, or other identifying information were
replaced with pseudonyms to focus on the phenomena, rather than on individual
attribution.
Using the first two of Yin’s five possible levels of case questions, the researcher
first carried out a Level 1-2 protocol for each of the sites, and then a Level 3-4 protocol at
the conclusion of data collection for each site (1994). After collecting all of the data
described in both protocols, the researcher documented each source in a case study
database, illustrated in Appendix F.

Level 1 and 2 Questions (obtained at each individual case site)
What are the purposes and main goals of the institution?
Data sources included archival records, such as institutional mission statement,
previous accreditation reports, archives of faculty governance meetings where the change
was discussed / approved, and similar archives of trustee meetings. In addition, the
researcher collected documents such as copies of online syllabi, revised catalog text,
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proposed or newly approved policies in faculty and student handbooks, meeting agendas,
departmental memoranda, training materials and guidelines, email messages that
addressed alignment of the change to institutional mission, and any external publications
that described the “fit” between the proposed change and the institution’s mission.
Administrator and faculty interviews included several questions designed to elicit first the
interviewee’s perception of mission, next the interviewee’s perception of how members
of the “other” cultural group seem to perceive mission, and finally, how the interviewee
perceives the “fit” between mission and the technology change.
What cultural “clitnate(s)” do college personnel perceive?

During examination of the archival records described above, the researcher also
looked for indications of the institution’s dominant culture (Tierney, 1988; Bergquist,
1992) and for any differentiation of sub-cultures among administrative and faculty
groups. Artifacts at the institution, including the setting of the physical campus(es),
dedicated “centers” for innovation / development of online courses, plastic desktop
mission placards, a map with pins that depicted where online students were logging on
from across the nation and beyond, all served to further strengthen the cultural
descriptions for each site.
These artifacts often provide important insights into the culture of an organization
(Schein, 1992) and in this study, they offered additional clues to form questions about
information that might not have otherwise been in evidence. In addition, the current
documents, including campus news sources, interdepartmental memoranda, union
contracts, agreements, grievances, resolutions, sanctions, etc. offered still more data to
support the values that members of the institution espoused. These espoused values were
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also evident during formal and informal observation opportunities, including meetings
that were observed. While the assumptions that underlie these espoused values were
sometimes in evidence during observations, these values were most clearly discernible
during responses to interview questions designed to elicit beliefs that did not necessarily
arise in any of the other data sources.
What is the purpose of the technological change?

Much of the early literature about institutional motivations for offering distance
education via the internet focused on its potential for generating institutional revenue
(Slaughter & Leslie, 1997; Marchese, 1998; Mayadas, 2000; Stapp, 2001; Noble, 2002;
Zemsky & Massy, 2004). In addition, many institutions cite rationale such as increasing
access to students who might not otherwise be able to attend such as non-traditional,
location-bound students (Laws, Howell & Lindsay, 2003; Allen & Seaman, 2004, 2006;
NPEC, 2004; Stick & Ivankova; 2004). During examination of the archival records and
documents described above, the researcher sought evidence of a variety of purposes for
the current technology change, examining whether the rationale offered had any impact
on the language that faculty and administrators used to discuss the online program. In
addition, the researcher listened carefully for discussions about the purpose of the change
during each observation. Finally, a series of focused questions designed to elicit each
participant’s perception of the purpose for this change were used during the interviews.
What do faculty members say about the technological change?

The researcher was most interested in examining the language that faculty
members used, not only in their interviews and meetings, but also in their written
correspondence. Throughout the data collection phase of this study, the researcher
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collected any data that suggested patterns of similarity among the faculty groups, such as
reflections about teaching or use of particular course development strategies. Similarly,
the researcher specifically sought any differentiation among academic disciplines or
“small” departmental worlds (Clark, 1986) by including faculty members from other
departments in all three studies. In addition, the researcher considered the influences of
faculty role factors such as gender, career stage, and workload (Blackburn and Lawrence,
1995; Fairweather, 1996), and from technological “readiness” levels (Rogers, 1995;
Baldwin, 1998; Adams, 2002).
What do administrators say about the technological change?

While collecting data that address the language administrators use, the researcher
was most interested in evidence that supported patterns of similarity within their field of
leadership in their written documents, in observing their utterances during meetings, and
in listening to their responses during interviews. This study relies in particular upon the
concept of “framing” that administrators employ, so consistency of communication
themes was particularly important in addressing this question (Fairhurst and San*, 1996;
Bolman and Deal, 1997).
What differences exist between faculty and administrators’ use of language at this site?

As data collection was completed at each individual site, the preliminary analysis
focused on drawing out similarities and differences between the two major cultural
groups under examination. Using the case study database, the researcher began to identify
patterns of similarity within each group, and contrast those between the groups. These
patterns included influential factors such as the individual's sense of purpose at each
institution, the perceived goals of the online program, the history of the program’s
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development, the faculty members’ perceptions of administrative support, the
institutional type, the academic discipline, the influence of cultural affiliations, and the
career stage, rank and status of each faculty member involved in the online program.
Which organizational, higher education-specific, faculty', and administrative theories
were in evidence at this site?

Finally, the results of the data collected at each site were examined against the
theories compiled from the literature, including organizational theories about responses to
strategic change, faculty roles and rewards, and administrative/managerial cultures of
leadership. The researcher was looking not only for areas where the data supported these
theories, but also, more importantly, for areas where the data challenged the established
theories.
Level 3-4 Questions (across multiple cases and of the literature reviewed)
What do the sites have in common?
When data collection and preliminary analysis of Level 1-2 questions for all of
the sites was completed, the researcher repeated the iterative process of data analysis
across the institutional sites in consultation with her dissertation chair. In this way, testing
the theory of ‘'different worlds” that comprise the context for a particular institutional
type was possible (Clark, 1986).
How do the sites differ?

Using all of the data collected and the preliminary analyses, the researcher then
identified contrasts between the sites under study, recognizing that many other factors in
addition to institutional type began to account for these differences, such as local political
climate, student demographics (enrollment size, age, level of study), geographic
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designation (urban, suburban, rural locations), resources/funding levels, and institutional
control (private or public), just to name a few. The researcher identified as many of these
factors as applicable during examination of this question, noting in particular any
‘‘interplays” between these factors.
What patterns were discernible among faculty members?

At this point in the study, similarities between faculty members across
institutional types and departments were drawn, including similar language patterns about
the nature of teaching online that first arose during data collection and preliminary
analysis. During this stage of data analysis, the researcher drew comparisons not only
across case sites, but also across common factors that influenced discourse between
faculty and administrators who were serving in the roles of adjunct faculty for one case in
particular.
What patterns were discernible among administrators?

Likewise, across institutions and administration fields of expertise (academic of
technological administrators), the responses to these questions in the cross-case portion of
the study focused on drawing out patterns of similarity in administrators' language about
technology support and growth strategies as captured during interviews, observations,
and in written documentation.
What patterns were discernible between faculty and administrators?

There were some patterns that both groups shared in common, across institutions,
which became the focus of this level of reviewing the data collected from all sites. In
particular, conversations about the benefits of online learning to both faculty and
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students, including flexibility, convenience and increased access were universally
apparent throughout the entire study.
Which theories are in evidence at which sites, and why?

Finally, findings across sites were compared to the theories identified in the
comprehensive literature review, noting both those findings that support the theories, and
those that challenge the theories, laying the foundation for future study.
Analyses drawn from the transcripts of interviews and copies of documents,

archives, artifacts, and observations, were scanned for patterns as described in the
preceding section. In the tradition of qualitative research, the researcher used an iterative
process of reviewing the data, identifying key words, reviewing the data, identifying
patterns among the key words, reviewing the data, identifying themes from the patterns,
and reviewing the data, then identifying challenges to the patterns and themes. Finally,
the smallest iterative cycle involved charting preliminary analyses to highlight
similarities and differences between the two cultural groups (Neuman, 2002). Using an
open coding system, the researcher traced these patterns into themes, which were then
subjected to secondary analysis (Merriam, 1998).
Based on Gee’s use of “cultural models as tools of inquiry” the researcher
analyzed the data by looking not only at verbal and written language, but also at
nonverbal (gestural and facial) subtexts, written discourse and artifacts, and what was
known about relationships that the individual had to others included in the study; hence
the “big D” in Discourse analysis (Aronoff and Rees-Miller, p. 429). The researcher
conducted these final analyses by asking and answering the following sets of questions
for each thematically relevant exceipt selected from the raw data:
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•

What cultural models are relevant here? What must an analyst assume people feel,
value, and believe, consciously or not, in order to talk (write), act, and/or interact this
way?

•

Are there differences here between the cultural models that are affecting espoused
beliefs and those that are affecting actions and practices? What soils of cultural
models [Birnbaum’s and Bergquists models of academic cultures, along with Bolman
and Deal's organizational “frames” will be used in the Discourse analysis], if any, are
being used here to make value judgments about oneself or others?

•

How consistent are the relevant cultural models here? Are there competing or
conflicting cultural models at play? Whose interests are the cultural models
representing?

•

What other cultural models are related to the ones most active here? Are there 'master
models’ at work?

(adapted from Gee, 1999, p. 78).
Validity' and Reliability' methods were also implemented to ensure that this case

study was useful and trustworthy from both internal and external perspectives (Yin,
1994). As the primary instrument for both data collection and analysis, the case study
researcher employed a number of techniques to safeguard the internal validity (Merriam,
1998). These techniques included an invitation to participants request a transcript review
and / or member checks described in the methods section above and communicated to
participants on the informed consent documents. The researcher also disclosed her biases
in the Role of the Researcher section above and in subsequent analyses and discussion
sections to follow (Rossman and Rallis, 1998). To strengthen external validity, or the
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consistent view of the reality of the study (Merriam, 1998) the researcher employed a
grounded theory approach from the literature base, and engaged in secondary analyses,
using Gee's well-established Discourse analysis method. In addition, the researcher
employed the triangulation method of comparing multiple data types to further strengthen
the external validity of findings at each site, and across the sites (Yin, 1994; Merriam,
1998; Rossman and Rallis, 1998).
To strengthen reliability, the researcher constructed and maintained a case study
database (Yin, 1994) to allow subsequent researchers to replicate the findings, when
using similar methods to those described in this chapter. Each entry in the case study
database includes an audit trail that documents data collection methods and stages
(Merriam, 1998). While replicating specific behaviors in contexts outside the scope of the
cases studied is not the goal of the proposed project, replication of the methods across
cases will be strictly followed so that results may be useful as an approach to the process
of similar studies (Yin, 1994).
Limitations of the Case Study Method
The major limitations of the case study method are that the findings are limited by
resources, place, and time, by the biases and agendas of those who opt to participate in
the study, and by the biases of the researcher.
The first limitation of the case study method is that the final report will provide
the clearest insight into the case sites themselves, bound tightly within the specific
contexts in place at each site. The number of sites must necessarily be limited to those
that meet the selection criteria, and that are accessible by a single researcher within a
reasonable period of time for this study. Although readers may draw insights that apply to
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other institutions with similar contextual conditions, these insights are limited in time as
well. For example, what is known today about high-speed internet technology for online
course delivery may prove to be completely obsolete within a decade or even less. To
mitigate this limitation, the researcher has made every attempt throughout the report to
emphasize findings that appear to be context-bound, both by site selection and in time.
In addition, participants from the case sites themselves have all been presented
with the option to participate in online programs or not. By virtue of this self-selection,
the results are bound to include only the voices of those with enough personal and
professional motivation to participate voluntarily. As a result, the findings may not fully
represent the perspectives, values, and beliefs of every member of the two groups being
studied, and may, in fact, have been affected by the “informant’s health, mood at the time
of interview, and ulterior motives for participating” (Whyte, 1982, ctd. in Merriam, 2003,
p. 91). Wherever possible, the researcher has attempted to draw in dissenting views of
non-participants, such as via observations, document analyses, and archival record
reviews to offset this limitation (Whyte, 1982, ctd. in Merriam, 2003). As Merriam notes,
the researcher should “assume neutrality with regard to the respondent’s knowledge; that
is, regardless of how antithetical to the interviewer’s beliefs of values the respondent’s
position might be, it is crucial for the interview to avoid letting personal views be known”
(2003, p. 84).
Finally, the researcher’s own biases are inclined towards supporting the growth of
online programs as a way for institutions to serve more students, to participate as leaders
in the “knowledge economy,” and to discontinue heavy reliance on physical facilities. To
mitigate this limitation, the researcher has worked with her advising team to be sure that
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interview and analyses protocols are as balanced as possible, that her reports of findings
are devoid of value-laden proclivities, and that she has referred to her own biases clearly
in any areas of the report where they appeared. The researcher has looked specifically for
evidence from each site that contradicts her viewpoint, and has included this evidence
prominently in the final report.
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CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS FROM THREE CASE SITES
Introduction
“...the very nature of academic work [varies] enormously across the many types of
institutions that make up American postsecondary education... if we examine the cultures
of the institutions by discussing with faculty members their basic academic beliefs, we
find different worlds.”

-Clark (1986) p. 6

“...the Associate colleges account for about half of all online enrollments (800,000
students), followed by Masters colleges (approximately 300,000 students) and Doctoral
institutions (about 250,000). Specialized colleges account for another 200,000, followed
finally by Baccalaureate colleges, who enrolled about 50,000 students in online courses
in Fall 2003.”

-Allen & Seaman (2004) p. 6

This chapter presents the data collected from three case sites where faculty and
administrators have recently launched an online degree program: an Associate college, a
Doctoral institution and a Baccalaureate college. The cultural beliefs held by participants
at each site support Clark’s suggestion: in each institution, we find “different worlds.”
This section provides an introduction to the three cases, illustrating the similarities and
differences between these distinct contexts.
Across the three case sites, all participating institutions have launched a new
online program within the past two academic years, providing for an opportunity to
examine similarities in current growth and expansion of each institution. However,
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faculty work-life and student demographics at each of the three sites vary considerably.
For example, at Community College A, full time faculty members typically teach
15-18 hours per semester and are not expected to conduct research. In its online ASBA
program. Community College A employs only three adjuncts to augment courses taught
by the dozen full time faculty members in the Business department. Most students at
Community College A are generally attempting to complete a number of remedial and
general education classes before they can earn their Associate of Science degree in
Business Administration (ASBA) online. Their average age is 24, and most maintain at
least one part-time job while attending classes.
By contrast, at University X, full time faculty members typically teach 6-9 hours
per semester and are expected to conduct and publish research in their specialties.
However, in its online MSHE program, University X employs only one full time Director
who holds junior faculty status and rank, but adjunct faculty members teach nearly all of
the online MSHE courses. University X Education students are primarily masters’
candidates who are seeking advanced degrees in their professions, such as the Master of
Science in Higher Education (MSHE) degree.
Finally, at Baccalaureate College C, full time faculty members typically teach 12
hours per semester, earning praise, but carrying very little expectation, for
research/publication. Faculty emphasize excellence in teaching in their careers at
Baccalaureate College C. The six full time faculty members in the department are
occasionally augmented by a few adjunct faculty members now, but most of the online
ASBA courses have been taught almost exclusively by adjunct faculty members for the
past six years. Students at the College fall into two main groups: 500 ‘‘traditional” 18-22-
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year-old women who attend ‘’day” classes, seeking liberal arts and a small number of
professional degrees; and a nearly triple headcount of 1200 “non-traditional” students
who attend evening, weekend, or online classes, seeking a professional certificate or
degree-completion. This population is referred to as “lifelong learners” at the College.
In addition, the disciplines examined at each case site also differ slightly,
representing the “soft-applied” academic territory that includes two disciplines: Business
and Education. The business programs are an Associate of Science in Business
Administration program at CCA and a Certificate in Healthcare Management at
Baccalaureate College C; and the education program is a Master of Science in Higher
Education offered at University X (Becher and Trowler, 2001). The disciplinary
differences also influenced some of the discourse from faculty members in each case, as
this chapter will disclose.
This chapter therefore presents a look at discourse about online programs from
faculty and administrators who inhabit each of these “different worlds” as wrell as
different “academic tribes,” and whose programs occupy similar “territories” (Clark,
1986; Becher and Trowler, 2001). Data in this chapter are drawn from participant
responses to semi-structured interviews, situated in the contexts of their campus settings;
observations of the meetings and events they attend, the conversations they engage in to
discuss planning and delivery of these online programs; and analysis of the artifacts and
documents related to their online programs, all of which address the following research
questions:
1. What do faculty and administrators say about the online program?
a.

What are the differences and similarities in what they say?
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b.

What are the values and beliefs about their roles and responsibilities
influencing what they say?

c.

How do those values and beliefs influence the discourse of each
group?

2.

How is each group's discourse influenced by their academic culture?
a.

How does the alignment of theiir personal and professional narratives to
the goals of their new online program influence each group's discourse?

b.

How do the contexts of program development, institutional type, academic
discipline, and career stage influence each group’s discourse?

3.

Given what each group believes and what they say about the technology
change, how do they behave as a result?
a.

How do these behaviors impact the overall implementation and
coordination of the online program?

The within-case analysis provided in each case illustrates how the cultural beliefs,
values, and practices of members from each professional group have influenced their
sensemaking processes, their discourse, and subsequently, their behavior. Across all three
cases, several patterns of similarity and difference suggest that discourse and behavior are
influenced by factors that include:
1.

the extent to which each participant's personal/professional narrative
aligned with the rationale and goals for each online program,

2.

faculty members' rank, status and career stage,

3.

participants’ roles as faculty members or as administrators.
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4.

the extent of collaboration between faculty and administrators during
development of the online program,

5.

characteristics unique to the academic disciplines of the programs,

6.

faculty perceptions about the extent and kinds of support that
administrators provided for teaching online,

7.

institutional type of each college included in this study.

These factors are arranged from the smallest unit of analysis: the individual
participant, extending outward to the largest unit of analysis: the institution. Elaborating
on these factors in that order, this chapter will present evidence from each case of what
the faculty say, what the administrators say, and the ways that each group behaves in
response to the online programs. Throughout the chapter, wherever names are used, these
are pseudonyms that the participants have either selected or have approved for use in this
research. This chapter will focus on within-case results for each site, while Chapter 5 will
explore the cross-case themes in evidence throughout this research.
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Community College A: The Few, the Many, and the Willing
In 1966, Community College A was the second community college to be
established in its mid-Atlantic state. The college admitted its first students to facilities
rented from an area high school, moving to its present main campus location in the
county’s western suburbs in 1968. Major renovations to this campus in the early 1980s
have added several new buildings and an Academy of Culinary Arts. During the same
time period, the College purchased an abandoned industrial building in the county’s
eastern urban region. That facility became an extension campus, aimed at serving county
residents who work in the city’s tourism industry.
In 2004-05, Community College A invested just under S3 million to renovate the
main suburban campus, including a new heating and air conditioning system, sidewalks,
fencing, landscaping and signage. A walk through the suburban campus reveals the
impact that this investment has had on its students, many of whom spend time between
classes gathered around the benches, gardens, and picnic tables that accentuate green
spaces between each low, industrial-looking building. The buildings are mostly 70s-era
cinderbrick, glass, and steel, but the new landscaping softens their blocky edges, and the
new signage adds a brightly colored, modern-looking touch.
Since the early 1970s, residents of a neighboring rural county that lacks its own
community college have taken classes at Community College A. In addition to
commuting the 30 - 50 miles from their homes to the main campus, these students have
paid out-of-county tuition rates for nearly 30 years. 1999, CCA officially became a joint
college of the two counties, allowing the in-county tuition rate to be applied to residents
from both counties. By 2005, a sparkling 70,000-square-foot brick-and-glass facility was
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erected as a southern CCA branch campus, serving residents of this second county,
eliminating the commute for its rural residents. The circular shapes and heavy use of
tinted glass in this building, which curves from both sides to surround a brick and stone
inlay center patio, create a much more futuristic appearance to the southern CCA branch
campus than visitors to the main suburban campus experience. Dramatically striking, the
rear of the 3-story building is made entirely of glass, affording visitors a breathtaking
view of the fields, marshes, and the ocean that lie outside the rural surroundings of the
campus.
In the same year that this southern county branch campus opened (2005), the
Board of Trustees selected a former CEO of CCA’s eastern urban branch campus to serve
as President O of the college. He succeeded President M, who retired after ten years of
service. Not surprisingly, many of the historical events that laid the foundation for the
growih of online education at CCA can be attributed to the former president.
Among the faculty participants, very little wras said about the impact of the new
president at the time of this case study research. Of the twelve faculty members (nine full
time and three part time) who participated in interviews, only two (one full and one part
time) made any references to this shift in top leadership. However, of the eight
administrators who participated in this study, seven made specific references to recent
personnel changes that new President O had made to Vice Presidencies. Deanships, and
Directorships at the College. Only some of these changes seem to impact the online
ASBA program directly, but during interviews and observations, participating
administrators seemed inclined to focus on the broader implications that the changes may
have upon the direction of the College overall, eventually affecting online learning. These
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administrators describe the new president’s choices as “heading in a different direction”
and “establishing trends that may drastically effect the way we run e-learning.” Those
conversations are summarized in this case to provide additional context surrounding the
administrators’ perspectives.
History of the Online Associate of Science in Business Administration (ASBA): In
annual reports published and archived throughout the late 1980s until the mid 1990s,
(recently retired) President M articulated a vision of CCA as a technological leader
among the state's community colleges. Then-President M recognized the impact that shift
work required by the tourism industry had on most county residents who sought a CCA
education. In response, President M strongly advocated for the use of video cassettes,
CD-Rom materials, and cable TV broadcast telecourses to reach the city’s shift workers
whenever they were available to view these materials. The advent of the internet provided
a perfect asynchronous medium for further implementing President M’s vision of
unprecedented access to a community college education. Speeches the President gave,
committees he formed, and a multi-county consortium he founded to expand outreach via
the internet all strengthened his vision.
By 1995, the Associate Dean of Computer Studies offered CCA’s first online
course, using email as the only asynchronous internet technology then available to her.
Within a year, CCA had invested in a primitive content management system to help other
faculty members better manage group discussion and document posting. This First Class
email and conferencing system helped the number of general education courses online to
double each year between 1996 and 2000. Administrators interviewed for this study
noted that WebCT and Blackboard, the two leading course management software
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vendors, had not yet debuted their systems to the public at this point in the evolution of
online learning, demonstrating that CCA had indeed assumed a leadership role in
pioneering these types of courses, even in advance of the software industry.
As an associate level college, CCA requires that most courses pertaining to its
degree programs emanate from general education distribution subjects, with only a
handful of core courses required in the major. Consequently, much of the earliest course
development during those first five years of online learning growth focused on highdemand, large-enrollment courses in English, Math, Social Sciences, and the Humanities.
The faculty members who participated in this study did note that business faculty
members were noteworthy as very early adopters during this time period, particularly
because “our students are especially attracted to learn anytime, anyplace, based on how
they earn their living now,” as Business Association Professor B explained.
As a result, the ASBA degree at CCA evolved more from the gradual accretion of
general education courses emanating from each academic department going online than
from a strategic plan or needs analysis that might have focused directly on Business.
However, the full-time Business department faculty members recall having met to discuss
their individual online courses at a routine department meeting in 1999. At this meeting,
they crystallized their own vision for a completely online degree program. Between 1999
and 2002, the Business faculty worked on developing every one of their core courses, as
well as the majority of their elective courses, for an online ASBA program.
Like their counterparts at many peer institutions around the country, though, CCA
faculty members needed the next few years to continue developing online versions of all
the general education courses required for the Business degree program. Finally, the last
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required lab science, public speaking, and physical education courses (or their physical
health-related alternatives) were available online shortly before this research began. At
that point, the completely online ASBA program became a reality. Thus, the first students
to graduate from the online ASBA program could finally do so without taking any faceto-face courses in Fall, 2004. Along the way, these students encountered business faculty
who had been teaching online for the preceding six-eight years in preparation for “that
last piece to fall into place,” as one faculty member phrased it.
In fact, according to the Executive Director of Distance Education at CCA, that
last required physical education course “opened the door to several degree programs all at
once: suddenly we had Business, Computer Science, and even General and Liberal
Studies, our biggest transfer degrees - all of those online at once!” For the Distance
Education office, this event became a significant turning point. No longer were they
referring would-be online degree-seekers back to their advisors’ offices to seek
traditional courses during the evening; instead, they could proudly direct students to
upcoming catalogs that included all the courses required for several degrees.
Ironically, a Marketing administrator at CCA remarked that the change was
“...almost a non-event. After all, we had been offering distance learning courses for
twenty years already, between the telecourses and the rest, so the students could make
their way through with just a course here or there, and many of them came with transfer
credits.” For the College Relations area, the transition from “mostly available online” to
"completely available online” was not recognized as a significant turning point.
Administrators responsible to market the institution explained that their focus is generally
on CCA overall, rather than on any particular degree program, unless that program is
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completely new. The marketing administrator interviewed for this study explained that
the traditional ASBA has been available at CCA for decades, so the college did not see
the transition to online as a reason to focus a campaign on this program. Furthermore,
marketing materials had already been including the phrase “Barn your degree online” for
several years, primarily because the marketing administrators considered the one or two
site-based courses in lab science and physical education as very small exceptions to the
online degree. Perhaps because these administrators serve the entire institution, their view
of the specific impact that the online ASBA program could have on a particular audience
of students was broad enough to keep their responses to the program subdued.
By contrast, Business faculty members who also advise students in their school
saw quite a difference between the general availability of online courses and the specific
availability of this entire degree program. As Professor M, with nearly three decades’
experience explained,
We were finally able to encourage students to go all the way through the
requirements, even the health and physical wellness courses. Students had been
asking for such a long time, and our department kept encouraging them to stay
with it, take as many online courses as you can. The rest will be there soon. We
were all happy to finally have all the programs available online like that.
Everyone was happy.
The Marketing administrator noted that “...students always find out by word-of-mouth.”
which, in this case, seemed to be facilitated by the efforts of individual faculty advising
sessions.
Thus, the history and evolution of the ASBA program reveals several important
insights about the faculty and administrator culture at CCA:
1. Administrative vision (in this case, the combined visions of President M and Dean
Walsh) was at the heart of developing the framework for an online version of the
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ASBA program. This vision included extending already unprecedented access to
education for shift workers in the CCA service area and establishing a leadership
role for the college in the statewide online learning consortium.
2. Creating an Associate degree program available entirely online depended heavily
on the willingness of faculty outside the major field of study to develop online
versions of every general education course required for that program.
3. Marketing administrators underestimated the importance of the ASBA program
finally becoming available completely online. Years before the final required
courses were offered online, Marketing administrators perceived that students
could actually complete the entire degree program this way, not realizing that
these formerly campus-based courses were a barrier to many online students.
4. Faculty members, by contrast, saw a significant difference between “almost
entirely online” and “entirely online” when the final few required general
education courses went online. Faculty momentum and dedication to
strengthening the online program were largely responsible for its success.
What the Faculty Say
For faculty members in the Business department, then, this was a milestone
achievement. Perhaps precisely because of the subjects they teach, these faculty
members had consistently expressed a keen awareness of the significance that the wholly
online degree program had for their students. As one full-time associate professor of
Business explained:
I teach hospitality management, mostly to people who work overnight for the first
two days of a week. Then they may pull a double-shift and head right into day
shifts for the next few days. If the season is busy, this unpredictability keeps up
for weeks at a time, maybe a few months, even. For me to tell these people “sorry.
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you can’t graduate until you finish your biology class here on campus somehow,
or maybe next winter intersession, if someone offers it and you can get into it..
well, it’s just not serving our students. And summer courses are out of the
question: summer is the busiest season of all for many of these people who work
2-3 jobs to make up for the slower seasons that surround major holidays from
Halloween - Memorial Day. Because that’s what the world looks like to
hospitality workers. In this industry, we think in terms of when we can work. That
just doesn’t fit with how we define a semester here, any semester. Find me 15
weeks on a calendar that isn't interrupted by a major holiday draw for the hotel
and restaurant business. You can’t do it? Well, neither can they.
The strong ability of full-time business faculty members at CCA to identify with
their students’ constraints also enabled these faculty members to make sense of the online
ASBA program as a perfect way to fulfill the institution’s mission to remain accessible.
Nearly every faculty member who participated in this study literally had a printed
copy of the mission statement within his or her physical grasp during interviews and
observations. According to the hundreds of acrylic-framed, mini-mission statement
placards that decorate every faculty member’s and administrator’s desk, the Mission
Statement of CCA states that it is:
Comprehensive, Student-Centered, and Accessible
• Provides superior academic, technical and training programs
• Responds to a variety of community needs
• Encourages the pursuit of lifelong learning
• Promotes responsible citizenship
• . Commits to encouraging an environment that is multicultural and diverse
Full-time faculty members explained that these mission statement placards were
distributed in anticipation of a recent visiting team for regional re-accreditation review.
One full professor of Business who had been at CCA for twenty years said,

.we had

them last time, too. Ten years ago, they were all over campus until gradually they broke,
got lost, or just disappeared into drawers. So the new president got all new ones out to us
in time for the visiting [accreditation] team.”
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As a result, most full-time faculty interviewees were intimately familiar with the
CCA mission statement. When they were asked about institutional mission, most faculty
members agreed that the online degree programs were the best way for CCA to reach
students who might otherwise have no other access to the college. Assistant Professor H
of Business paraphrased several bullet points of the mission statement in her own words,
‘‘the AS BA allows us to provide academic programs in response to a variety of
community scheduling needs in pursuit of lifelong learning.” She also pointed out that the
Business department had a long history of offering courses on weekends, at the urban
site, and in accelerated formats. To her, the inevitability of completely online degree
programs seemed perfectly appropriate for CCA, and especially faithful to its mission.
Similarly, the adjunct business faculty members who participated in this study
agreed that the online nature of the program seemed in keeping with what they
consistently referred to as the “outreach” part of the College mission. Their reference to
outreach could as easily refer to their own situations as to those of their online students.
One adjunct-participant lives in North Carolina; another one lives several dozen miles
outside the two counties that the college serves; and a third lives within its borders, in a
very rural area to the west of the main campus. As might be expected of a group who
were physically located outside the college, they did not have those same mini-mission
placards at hand. However, all three adjuncts basically agreed with the assertion made by
the in-county adjunct that the ASBA program allows CCA to:
...reach more students beyond the county, especially hospitality and tourism
students. Their jobs constantly send them away. Whether they relocate to the gulf
coast or the western states, they never know what will happen next for them.
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According to the full-time faculty members who advise most ASBA students,
those who relocate outside the county must pay the out-of-county tuition rate. However,
they also hasten to add that students who transfer to a new job may easily complete their
degree-in-progress during and after their relocation. This is especially convenient for
those who are transferred to locales whose in-county colleges might not accept all of the
CCA credits, who might charge more tuition in the new county than the online students
will continue to pay CCA as out-of-county residents, and whose programs might not
align with the ASBA program they began at CCA.
Faculty members at CCA clearly perceive that the online ASBA program fulfills
several key aspects of the institutional mission statement. While both full-time and
adjunct faculty members focused on the importance of increased access and flexibility for
students, the full-time faculty members were better able to articulate these benefits in
relation to the words portrayed on their framed copies of the mission statement. Members
of both faculty groups were able to identify with their students' needs, whether their
empathy stemmed from shared industry perspectives (hospitality) or shared geographic
constraints (adjuncts who had relocated outside the immediate CCA commuter range).
In general, faculty members who participated in this study communicated a clear
sense of whom their institution should be serving: students whose needs for access and
flexibility have historically warranted innovative delivery methods. As a result, the
participating faculty members all expressed strong sentiments about how well aligned
they perceived the online ASBA program to their own personal and professional goals, as
well as their perceptions of the CCA mission. Because the literature suggests that some
faculty resistance to online programs might be expected (Olcott & Wright, 1995; Kotter,
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1996; Betts, 1999; Adams, 2002; Ayers, 2004; McLean, 2005), the next section continues
to explore reasons behind the seemingly unilateral faculty support for this program, and
the overall apparent lack of resistance, with very few exceptions.
We Wanted to do this Anyway: Faculty members noted that a lot of the benefits of

online learning they described apply to both, students and faculty. The convenience, the
flexibility, the ability to focus on learning absent all the social and logistical distractions
that might otherwise interfere in a traditional setting, all seem to serve as strong
motivating factors for faculty members to participate and support the ASBA program. An
associate professor summed up similar benefits to students that most of his colleagues
mentioned during their interviews:
Even non-shift students who take online courses can complete their work at their
own pace. They don’t have to worry about not being a “morning person” if the
courses they need seem to only be offered between 8-1 lam, like so many of our
“prime time” courses. They can also live in their own skin without wondering
what other people think of their age, or hair, or weight, or height, or whatever.
This works for everyone because they can learn when they are ready, and they
have to participate - but they can do it without fear of any physical stigma.
The empathy that faculty members expressed for student needs strongly
influences the positive sentiments that faculty express about the online ASBA program.
As members of a pragmatic, utilitarian “academic tribe” the business department faculty
expressed strong support for such a practical approach to benefit their students (Becher &
Trowler, 2001). When the benefits to students also impact the faculty in a positive way,
motivation continues to increase, and the supportive statements increase as well.
For example, Associate Professor B explained that she co-owns and manages her
own seasonal business in addition to her teaching career.
There are times when I schedule three of my five classes online because I just
know that the season will be busy. This way, after I’ve balanced all the books and
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taken care of all the customers, I can log in and share some real-world
experiences with my online classes. Before I had online classes. I had to hire a lot
more people to fill the gaps when I needed to be on campus. Now, I can do office
hours, two classes, and all the rest while the students are usually doing it between shifts, on lousy weather days, and late at night.
Similarly, Adjunct instructor X, now semi-retired to the southeastern region of the
US, notes that teaching online is “the perfect way to keep my hand in teaching, and my
car out of it.” She finds that teaching a similar course online for several institutions
allows her to make very efficient use of curricular materials, “even if one college uses
ANGEL and another uses WebCT software: uploading is uploading.” She also says that
prior to retiring from the faculty, she always enjoyed the teaching aspect of the faculty
role best:
Look, even if there were a way to become a semi-retired committee member or
curriculum developer -1 guess writing textbooks lets people do that - it’s the
teaching part I always liked best. Students in community colleges, especially the
ones who go out of their way to find a course online, they are just such
wonderfully diverse people, no matter where they live. What keeps me excited is
wondering what is waiting in my email or on those discussion boards.
However, some faculty members noted specific differences between those
benefits to students that might simultaneously be viewed as drawbacks to faculty. Their
generally positive observations about the ASBA online program were somewhat
tempered by a realistic sense of some negative aspects that the technology seems to
facilitate. For example, as Associate Professor H explained:
Here is one important generational difference: we are the read and write
generation, and we are teaching the cut and paste generation. For us, writing a
paper always meant time spent in the stacks, with pads and notecards and
eventually, a typewriter. For the students we teach now, it’s a few hours on
google, and a few more hours with a word processing package. Now, that’s not to
say that all the writing I get is literally copied and pasted, but it sure is a lot easier
for students today to totally disregard the need to synthesize ideas they quoted. I
mean, it looks so neat and proper on the page from the very beginning. The
technology itself almost encourages students to skip that whole step we used to go
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through writing an outline and color coding our hand written notes to show where
each point should go, in our own words and the article’s words. In a traditional
class, I can show the students the notecards and all, but in an online course, I can
only write a paragraph in the assignment instructions and hope that is enough to
stand against the temptation to copy and paste only. While that may be much
easier for them, it is much harder for us.
In addition to the risks inherent in the technology-enhanced environment, some
faculty members acknowledged that creating and maintaining online courses involves a
significant investment of their time and effort. During the conversations about preparing
online courses for the first time, almost all faculty participants agreed that initial course
preparation online takes more time than initial course preparation in a traditional
classroom. However, most faculty members also noted that the “learning curve” flattens
out over time, and the online preparation for subsequent courses takes about the same
amount of time as traditional classes.
For example, outside the business department, only one full-time, full professor of
mathematics participated in this study, but her comments elaborated on some of the
sentiments that the faculty expressed about the effort involved. According to Professor
Algebra, developing her online math course continues to be a work-in-progress. In
painstaking detail, she described the importance of refining each online lesson so that the
sample problems would help students improve with every attempt. She also wanted to
design lessons that enabled her to see when it would be appropriate to intervene with
proactive guidance in a private email message to an individual student. When asked if
this attention to detail in her online course differs in any way from similar attention in her
traditional courses, the math professor said “...no difference in importance, but definitely
different in what it takes to make those changes.”
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Like some of her colleagues in the business department, Professor Algebra
explained that in class, instructors can quickly “shift gears” based on what they see
during a particular class meeting. By contrast, when teaching online, Professor Algebra
felt strongly that it takes a full semester of reading discussion posts, solutions to sample
problems, and individual email messages from students to know what needs to be
changed. “Even then,” she concluded, “I need to talk it over with Annemarie [in the
Distance Learning office] so she can figure out how to program that in. She came up with
a way to send me instant alerts of every self-quiz below 70% that really helps.”
Clearly, then, support and encouragement from the Distance Learning office
seems to strengthen faculty motivations to teach online as well. The next section will
explore this concept in more detail. In addition, however, support and encouragement
from faculty colleagues within the Business department also seem to underscore faculty
motivation, and in one case, to offset faculty resistance to the online ASBA.
During their interviews, several full-time faculty members shared the same
anecdote about that fateful Business department meeting in 1999, most reflecting fondly
about the camaraderie that already existed in their department. In addition to helping one
another out on teaching key courses (during planned absences or sabbaticals, for
example) most of the faculty members discussed how they socialized with one another
outside the department, either at lunches or at occasional holiday or birthday parties.
Some interviewees observed that this rapport may have been a leading reason why their
department got ASBA core courses online long before other departments were able to
convert their core offerings to this format. One newly-tenured Assistant Professor V
observed that:
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As a business instructor, I know the conventional wisdom about keeping your
friends and your business separate, but at CCA, we are less a business and more a
family, so we worked together really well on this. Sure, like any family, we had
our moments about one or two members who would have to be dragged, kicking
and screaming to put a course or two online, but in the end, even they got on
board with us.
In subsequent interviews, it became clear that this faculty member was referring
not only to herself, but also to one of her colleagues who has not yet earned tenure. When
this junior faculty member spoke about tenure and promotion, he did note that initially,
the online courses were a little less attractive to him, based on his previous teaching
experience having only been in traditional classrooms. As a new faculty member at CCA.
he explained that the risks to teaching online seemed to be high at first.
When I got here, everyone was already doing them, but I wanted to get to know
people. You know, see and be seen on committees, in my office, in my classroom.
I felt like I had to figure out the basics first.
Although CCA does not have a stated policy about online teaching with regard to
tenure and promotion, the senior Business faculty members encouraged Assistant
Professor D to teach at least one course online, even if it was a single section of a course
that had already been developed.
Of course, when I found out how much help we got from Annemarie and
Rochelle in the distance learning office, I realized why everyone shrugged off my
worries. They are a great help, and it was not as hard as I thought it would be.
Finally, most of the full-time faculty members explained that their then-Dean was
one of the first people to offer a course online in the late 1990s. Collaborating with the
fledgling distance learning staff (Annemarie, and later Rochelle), each member of the
department was eventually able to create online versions of their courses. During a recent
department meeting where they discussed the current program in relation to a new rubric
for online courses, some faculty members noted that their courses probably already met
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the guidelines because of the ongoing support they had received from the distance
learning staff who had recently constructed the rubric to ensure a uniform level of quality
for all online courses. Although the rubric attempts to establish a more institution-wide
definition of quality that might suggest a “top-down” approach, Business department
faculty members reflected that these administrative influences have had less impact on
their ASBA online program than their own personal and departmental motivators have
had. As a business faculty, this department characterizes its approach as “customerfriendly” - in short, they practice what they teach. For example, as full professor A noted:
...to be honest, we wanted to do this anyway. We teach the people who work on
shifts, who work for hospitality jobs, and whose only chance to finish their
degrees would be if they could take our courses online. We were going to be
online, whether President M wanted us to be there, or not. The way it turned out,
we were both happy about it. Administration was proud of how fast we worked
and how many new students enrolled. We were happy about how much better we
can reach our students with our courses.
Therefore, the personal and professional desire that faculty expressed to serve
both the students’ and their own needs for flexibility emerged as the strongest positive
motivating factors in this case. These factors appear to be tempered somewhat by faculty
realizations that technology significantly changes the ways that students complete their
work, and that the amount of effort that faculty members must exert in order to create and
maintain these courses is also significant. However, the second strongest motivating
factors that emerge in this case are the strong support and encouragement that the faculty
members receive from their colleagues in a strongly cohesive department, and from the
distance learning professional staff. In at least one junior faculty member’s case, the
combined effect of these support structures were enough to assist in overcoming his
initial resistance.
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Support as a Motivator: In addition to serving as a motivator for the faculty

members at CCA to create online versions of their courses, their ongoing reliance on
technical and pedagogical support also emerges as a positive factor for their continued
participation in the ASBA program after their initial course development work has
reached successful completion.
When asked about how the distance learning staff had become such important
collaborators in the ASBA online program, one full professor described its evolution. She
noted in particular that the top administrative support from President M was helpful,
especially because he authorized the initial creation and eventual growth of a professional
support staff:
President M gave us whatever we thought we needed as a faculty to get courses
and programs online. He allowed Dean Walsh to grow her division with a full
staff of talented instructional designers, programmers, and network people. We
knew that other schools didn’t have such a full support staff in place, so we were
happy to have them.
Back in 1997, after having taught the first-of-its-kind online course, thenAssociate-Dean Walsh decided that before she would ask any faculty colleagues to take
on something like teaching online, she would invest in establishing a small staff of
instructional designers, a new type of position she had learned about from reading some
journal articles that were just appearing at the time. While she was recruiting for this
small staff, then-President M promoted then-Associate Dean Walsh to become a full
Dean of Computer Studies, Business, and Academic Computing. The newly-created
position included the nascent Distance Learning department under its purview,
establishing a precedent for keeping online courses in the academic division. Dean Walsh
reflected that:
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We decided then and there that we wouldn’t ask faculty members to learn all the
buttons and gadgets. Faculty members would just teach, using their words and
their voices and their illustrations. We wanted to hire computer people and these
new instructional people to help the faculty leam what to do first, how to be sure
their students were learning, and then these technical people would push the
buttons for the faculty members. So we knew: right away that we needed a lot of
them, because we weren’t going to pay the faculty any more money to do this.
The money would go to buying the right gadgets and hiring the right people to
make them go. The faculty would just keep teaching.
One Associate Professor of Business who has been with CCA for twenty years
summed up the general view shared by most full-time faculty members who participated
in this study:
The distance learning department is tops. They help us with everything we do.
Some of my colleagues like to learn how to do some of this stuff for themselves,
like make the graphics or upload the quizzes. Personally, I would rather spend the
time responding to a student email or grading a case study. We can also get help
right away, but not 24/7. If I send an email to Rochelle in Distance Learning, she
usually answers me the same day, even on a weekend. They are very dedicated
that way. They give us whatever we ask for. If the software is too much money
for their budget, they help us write a grant for it.
The CCA faculty also discussed the role of administrative champions throughout
the growth and development period from the mid-1990s until about 2002. All agreed that
the former CCA President M assumed a leadership role in the state as a strong supporter
of distance learning. Founding the consortium for course-sharing, establishing the Dean's
position and including the Distance Learning department under her purview, and
consistently allocating budgetary support were all cited as evidence that the
administration strongly supported the faculty to teach online.
What the Faculty Do
Regardless of the changes that are currently taking place at CCA. the faculty
members who participated in this study explain that they do what they have always done:
they teach. Now that the entire ASBA program is available both online and on-site, the
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full-time faculty in particular note that they teach more of their regular work load online.
Two of the five courses required of CCA faculty each semester must be taught on
campus; however, overloads may be offered in either format, as enrollment warrants.
Although the College restricts the number of in-load courses that a faculty member can
teach online to three per semester, most faculty members average three online courses per
year. As a result, there are very few online Business courses available for adjunct faculty
to teach online. Importantly, CCA faculty were not offered additional compensation to
develop or deliver their courses online. However, the absence of additional compensation
was not mentioned in any faculty interviews; only referred to in archival documents, the
master agreement between the state and the teachers’ union, and in the administrator
interview with former Dean Walsh.
The three adjuncts who participated in this study all teach for at least one
institution in addition to CCA; some for as many as three. All three noted that setting a
teaching schedule between several institutions is always challenging, but two of the three
explained that the online format makes this challenge far less difficult. The adjunct
faculty who teach AS BA courses for CCA also mentioned a willingness to pick up a new
section with very little notice, again based on the convenience of the online format. As
one adjunct summarized it, “I don't have to juggle when to be at which campus anymore.
Taking on a second section for CCA on campus used to pose a problem if I had already
committed to a section at State.”
Whether they are full-time, adjunct, junior, senior, or semi-retired, all of the
faculty participants in this study expressed general satisfaction in their interactions with
the ASBA program. One junior faculty member discussed initial reluctance related to his
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career stage and competing activities that he perceived as more important than teaching
online, but he eventually joined his colleagues. Some full-time interviewees mentioned
initial resistance from their colleagues who were not participants in this study, but again
reported that even these colleagues eventually placed a course online. When asked, most
interviewees responded that they would offer encouragement about teaching online to
their faculty friends or colleagues at similar institutions or in other departments at CCA.
If someone asked me, I would say teaching online is worth every minute. What
you lose in time up-front to learn how to rethink the whole class, you gain in
being able to re-use the same audio highlights for each section that you created for
that first time online. Sure, you want to keep making it better, but you can be
lecturing at 2am on John’s computer, and again at 10pm on Cindy’s. While you’re
doing that, you can also be grading the papers from your traditional class at the
same time. I would tell a friend to invest the time up front because it always pays
off later.
In addition, some full-time faculty members mentioned that they find themselves
recommending online courses to traditional students who come to office hours for
advising. Faculty members explained that advising often presents them with occasions for
observing student preferences about balancing school and work, one of the main
indicators that an online course might be beneficial. Thus, one of the tasks that faculty
members do to demonstrate their support of online learning is to encourage its growth
among their advisees. Based on what they say they believe about the accessibility of
online courses at CCA, how they describe their own role as faculty members, and how
they perceive support from administration, faculty members at CCA do engage in
activities that promote the growth of the ASBA program in particular, and of online
education in general:
Even if they are not business students [most of our students are undecided, or
what we call General Studies] I recommend that the really strong students take an
online class if they haven’t already. I tell them about the benefits if I notice that
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they pick only Tue-Thur classes to fit in enough time for work, for example. I tell
them they can do a whole schedule faster with an online class than trying to find
4-5 classes that fit into Tue-Thurs to fulfill their requirements.
Finally, faculty members in the Business department at CCA continue to work
collegially on all degree programs related to their subject. They routinely swap core
courses with one another to “cover” planned absences or sabbaticals, they team up to
redesign courses that need updating to incorporate a new business practice or technology,
and they have just begun to work with the Distance Learning staff on a rubric that will
help them to ensure a more consistent level of quality and expectations for online
courses. The rubric is included in Appendix F: Case Study Database.
However, the rubric had only begun to be circulated in late spring of 2006, when
the field research for this case study concluded. If the faculty members work on
promoting adoption of a quality standards rubric, they will be demonstrating by yet
another set of positive actions, their support for the growth and maturity of online
learning at CCA. At the conclusion of the research period, most CCA faculty members
who participated in this project appear committed to continue offering their support of the
online ASBA program.
What the Administrators Say
“You can't argue with these numbers,” said Arlene, Director of Enrollment. “The
ASBA program was already growing in the early 90s, like most other associates in
business, but when we added telecourses, then internet courses - boom!” Arlene's
perceptions of enrollment growth are supported by the College’s statistical reports to the
Department of Education and to regional accreditors. Online learning has increased “the
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numbers” for CCA, not only in the ASBA program, but also overall, because most online
courses are general education subjects, required for all degrees, whether online or not.
Senior administrators in advising and career development both concurred that
even traditional students like to take online courses, which further underscores the impact
that online programs have had on the institution. As one member of the admissions team
explained,
Whether they need to fit a course into a traditional schedule that already conflicts
with another requirement, or whether they just want to try it out, using the
computers helps them with a life skill they will need in the future. I tell them, “if
you’re going to work for a bank, or a store, or even a caterer, everyone is going to
want you to have computer skills. Here is one way to get them while you are
learning about world history or writing compositions.
Administrators in the Distance Learning office also noted that increased
enrollments have been a constant trend during the past ten years. They recognize that
growth in enrollments have tended to correspond (with a slight delay of a semester or
two) to increased staffing capacity.
When we implemented the “case load” approach where Rochelle got all faculty
members whose names go from A-H, etc., we counted up how many faculty each
of us supports, and realized that it didn’t work out right. We needed to handle
cases by faculty, sure, but it made a lot more sense to do it by which courses they
teach and how many. That way, we just add a faculty member as a number, like 1
or 6 or 10, depending on how many courses come along with that instructor. Well,
that has always helped us to plan when we need another designer. I wish I could
say that will stay the same, but with President O coming in and changing
everything, I can’t say.
Administrators from various departments throughout CCA shared similar
responses to the faculty members’ belief that online programs such as the ASBA aligned
perfectly with the institution’s mission. A senior academic administrator noted in
particular that “we have to pursue every channel to reach our market. If there are students
using computers and cable tv, we need to reach them where they are.” Likewise, a senior
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technology administrator mentioned that “...students buy online, bank online, and even
watch movies online. They expect to take classes online, too.”
When asked about the transferability of the online courses to other institutions,
particularly for hospitality workers, the records administrator also agreed with the faculty
members. Transferring courses is important to these students:
For the most part, hospitality workers in [our region] come in almost expecting
that career growth will take them to [another region in the US], Transcripts from
CCA show courses, not delivery modes, so students who take courses in any
mode show the grades and credits. We don’t record whether they sat in a chair
here, or in front of their own computers. I don’t think anyone does.
While comments like these bore similarity to the flexibility and convenience that
faculty members mentioned, the language that administrators used tended to focus more
on students as “customers” than as learners or as aspiring members to a particular
profession (hospitality is one of the leading ASBA programs). This language difference
was slight, but notable because of the difference in the ways that administrators and
faculty perceive students in relation to the college mission. However, there was strong
similarity between the ways that both faculty and administrators made sense of the online
degree program as aligned to the CCA mission.
Current and previous CCA publications also demonstrate a strong sense of
administrative and faculty pride in the ASBA program. Department brochures that were
produced for previous college recruiting campaigns and for promoting the college’s
outreach efforts all include the ASBA prominently. In addition, the CCA web site
devotes several pages in its academic section to the program, including links to course
descriptions, sample schedules and programs of study, and the individual web pages of
the department's full-time faculty, w'hich themselves link to current schedules (on-
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campus classes and office hours) and for each instructor. Although some other CCA
departments offer similar levels of information about their courses and faculty, none are
as cohesive as the ASBA pages.
Finally, archival records from the college also reinforce the administrators’
expressed sentiment that the online program fulfills the CCA mission. In annual reports
from 1996 - 2006, distance learning is frequently mentioned as the “shining star of the
state” at CCA. As the first community college in its state to offer online courses, CCA
garnered both attention and enrollment for this distinction. The attention included press
releases, regional newspaper articles, and mentions in annual state reports that referenced
innovation in higher education. The enrollment included students from outside CCA’s
twin-county geographic service area.
To both capitalize on the positive attention and address the appearance of
competing with its sister colleges throughout the state, CCA took a leadership role in
establishing a consortium of associate institutions around the state, the central Board of
Higher Education for which had been dissolved several years before. The decentralized
nature of the community college “system” led then-President M to decide that the schools
had better work together to develop distance learning, rather than work separately as they
began to cross borders. As it turns out, the CCA Vice President of Academic Affairs
noted,
...we don’t end up with more than a handful of each other’s students, and even
that is usually for sequencing reasons. We don’t offer Marketing in the spring, so
our students get it online from the consortium and vice versa. The consortium is
just one more thing we did to make it work along the way.
In summary, while their language choices reflected some differences in how they
perceive the needs and concerns of students, administrators agreed with faculty members
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about how strongly the ASBA online program aligns with the CCA mission.
Administrators who participated in this study tended to focus on the students needs as
consumers, rather than as learners, so their concerns also differed from the concerns
noted by the faculty: namely, that student enrollments, a quantitative measure of success
for many administrators, depended on scheduling flexibility. Faculty members, by
contrast, continued to refer to this flexibility in qualitative terms, how each individual
student would benefit from the online delivery mode, with attention also paid to the
tradeoffs inherent in the “copy/paste” generation. Administrators expressed concerns
about retention in quantitative terms, explaining that “drop rates” tended to be higher in
the online option for the ASBA, but that overall time-to-completion seemed comparable.
How Administrators View Faculty Roles and Workload: In keeping with their
tendency to express observations in quantitative terms, some senior administrators
explained how they view the faculty workload. In particular, when compared to
administrators’ work, several expressed the opinion that faculty worked fewer hours, and
often for higher salaries. Several referred specifically to analyzing “productivity reports”
as requirements of their own professional duties.
CCA has employed a unionized faculty since the college was founded in the mid1960s. The salary scale favors those with 20 years or more experience, and they comprise
a majority of the current faculty. Based on their access to these contract terms and to their
own departmental productivity reports, administrators who lead the student services and
technical services areas of CCA tended to express their views of faculty workload as
lighter then their own, and to perceive senior faculty salaries as higher than their own.
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Many administrators surmised that much faculty work is probably done at home,
away from the view of colleagues on campus, especially when the faculty members teach
online. However, some administrators noted, “we take work home over the weekend, too.
When a report is due, we need to crunch the numbers when the phone is not ringing and
the student lines are not down the hall.” At CCA, some administrators’ perception of
faculty members’ roles was based on what they could see:
Look, I know they teach a lot of classes, which probably should mean grading a
lot of papers, and I’m sure that’s true for most faculty. But frankly, I know
firsthand that some faculty don’t do that at all. IT handles those scantron test
scoring machines, so I can name half a dozen faculty who spend one third of their
class time on campus watching students take tests, and another third handing back
tests that our machines have graded for them. That last third? They are reading
those same yellow sheets of lecture notes they wrote in 1972.
To balance their perception of faculty, administrators from student services and
technical services offices also perceive that their counterparts in the Distance Learning
office enjoy very flexible schedules. Their perceptions of these administrative colleagues
were similarly biased toward what they could see:
For a while I thought that the instructional design staff were all part-time
employees. It seemed like every time I went over there, none of them were here,
or only one was here and would say that the other had “been online all weekend”
with a new course or something. When the new president reassigned DL
[Distance Learning] to IT [Information Technology], I was surprised to find out
that everyone is full-time!
Because online programs emphasize “anytime, anyplace” learning, the traditional format
of a Monday-Friday, 9-5 work week does not match the actual demands of online work,
not only for faculty members, but also for the administrative staff who support those
programs. According to former Dean Walsh who supervised Distance Learning, the IT
Director’s observation was not new:
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Oh, we had a perception problem, alright. I had to post schedules on the office
doors that specified who was “on call” over which weekend, who was expected to
be out on Monday mornings as a result, and who was off an entire Wednesday,
for example, because they were offering “How to Teach Online” workshops on all
three of the other work nights that same week. Has it worked [to alter
perceptions]? I don’t know. I do know that people stopped coming in to my office
to find out who was coming in once we posted the schedules, but the new
president reassigned me too soon after we made that change for me to say for
sure. What I really know is that faculty get everything they need from this support
staff. Rochelle and Annemarie are dedicated professionals who recognize that
their whole jobs exist purely to support the online faculty. Too many other
technical people forget about the users they support. I am afraid that the new IT
structure will risk the fast service approach for the appearance of a 9-5 shop.
Administrator perceptions of faculty work in general, and of faculty as well as
staff work on the ASBA program in particular, varied according to administrators’ own
perceptions about the nature of online work. For example, the former Dean of the
Distance Learning staff fully recognized the amount of effort that faculty members had to
exert in order to create these courses, and as a result, created a strong support staff to
handle the majority of that additional work. Administrators outside the Distance Learning
area, however, did not share that perception of faculty work that takes place off-campus,
which wras most likely exacerbated by the perceptions they had already formed about
traditional faculty work. Administrators outside of Distance Learning tended to focus on
quantitative measures such as hours on campus and gross salaries, not only in their views
about faculty members, but also in their views about Distance Learning staff. Their own
cultural groups’ expectations of a “typical work day” strongly influenced how they
perceived an "atypical" work day of their colleagues in Distance Learning as well as on
the faculty.
At the Crossroads: Administrator Choices for the Future: Although the

reorganization of Distance Learning to report under IT/Operations was the most relevant
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administrative change to this study, administrator interviewees shared their concerns
about new President O’s overall agenda for the future of online programs. Within a few
months of assuming the presidency, he quickly moved Distance Learning out of
Academic Affairs and into IT/Operations. As one Distance Learning administrator noted,
Our former Dean and Associate Dean have both been reassigned to other jobs
already, and President O brought in an old friend of his from the branch campus
to take on our department with the Library under IT. I don’t know what will
happen next. Instructional technology always grew independent of information
technology because we expanded with the faculty and the courses. Now we are
reporting under the Director of PC Services, and it’s not a good fit. The number of
machines has nothing to do with how we support faculty, and we already heard
that two positions will not be replaced.. .it feels like he does not want us to grow.
At the time that this field research concluded, the outcomes of these changes were
unknown. However, the observations of the Distance Learning administrators and staff
are important to note because of their historical importance to the success of the online
ASBA program. With a change in their reporting lines, these personnel feared a decrease
in contact with the faculty members. Distance Learning administrators expressed
apprehension that a realignment of vision to serve the IT goals of efficiency and “uptime”
or reliability of network and online courseware systems as opposed to growth and support
of faculty needs in the academic area would undermine the foundation of support they
had built for faculty members at CCA.
What Administrators Say about Support for Online Degree Programs: As former

Dean Walsh, founder of the distance learning program, explained, the CCA faculty
members get a lot of support from their administrative and staff colleagues. In detailing
just what types of support these people provide for the faculty, the current Executive
Director of Distance Learning said,
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We do everything for them. We set up the class account on WebCT, we enroll the
students, we convert the materials (even typing!) and we make the quizzes and
tests. I think it’s true that all they have to do is point, click, and teach.
In spite of the fear that current Distance Learning administrators expressed over
the future of their department and their programs under the new administration, the
current administrators display a level of commitment to support these programs and
faculty that seem to remain faithful to the historic precedence that former President M
established. Academic administrators do see a lot of “musical chairs” going on at their
level, but did not share the strength of concern that the Distance Learning administrators
expressed about continued support for this mode of learning. As one newly-appointed
Academic Affairs officer observed, “I think it is just an effort to mainstream DL. Why
should it still be special? We don’t assign teaching assistants to any other type of course,
even smart classrooms.”
This administrator explained that he regards online courses as very similar to
courses taught in a traditional classroom. He felt that the growth of the Distance Learning
staff over the preceding decade had gone too far while the technology became
increasingly more “faculty-friendly” and was no longer justified. Comparing the Distance
Learning staff to “teaching assistants,” he questioned whether they were necessary' at all,
once an initial course had been converted to an online format. Significantly, the Business
faculty members (and one mathematics professor who participated in this study) continue
to rely on the instructional designers, citing their support as both a motivating factor and
a source of ongoing faculty support to their online classes.
However, the Academic Affairs' perception of instructional designers as teaching
assistants came as a surprise to those professionals, who explained that they occupy the
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space between technology and pedagogy that places them more appropriately in
Academics than in IT. As one instructional designer said,
...sure, we know what buttons to push...but the only way we know that is by
understanding what an instructional goal is in the first place. Show me one PC
Tech who has a masters degree in curriculum design and I will be the first to say
yes, you are right, this is mainstream now, we can all stop supporting faculty who
teach online in “special” ways.
While the reorganization of administrative departments seems to have drawn
attention to the perception of instructional designers as “teaching assistants”
inappropriately dedicated to support faculty who teach online, it is clear from their
responses to this perception that instructional designers themselves see their roles as more
academic than technological. Where the new Academic Affairs administrator perceives
an inequity between the “special” treatment that faculty who teach online receive over
their counterparts who teach only in the traditional classroom, the instructional design
personnel see a justification in the “space between” role of techno-pedagogical
translators. Earlier distance learning literature supports these positions (Beaudoin, 1990;
Dillon & Walsh, 1992; Bess, 1996; Levine, 1997; Berge, 1998); however, a growing
body of work has begun to focus on the increasingly “mainstream” nature of teaching
online, advocating for strong support in course development, and decreasing support over
time (O’Quinn & Corry, 2002; Laws, etal, 2003; Twigg, 2003; Allen & Seamna, 2004).
As the distance learning staff suspect, their role may also be poised for a change from
providing ongoing support to providing “start up” support only.
What the Administrators Do
For their part, the administrators who have not been reassigned under the new
president’s plan continue to see their own roles regarding the AS BA program as
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supporting or sustaining. In Enrollment Services, no administrative changes have been
made yet, but the general sentiment throughout CCA is one of dramatic change either
already in progress or on the horizon. However, administrative participants in the study
noted that they intended to continue supporting the ASBA’s growth, even if their own
departments might undergo leadership changes such as the one in Distance Learning.
Specifically, those administrators in IT and the Distance Learning department that
now reports to IT have expressed a desire to continue supporting the ASBA program.
Some noteworthy changes arose in conversations observed between the Director of PC
Services and the Executive Director of Distance Learning at a recent organizational
meeting:
Director of PC Services: When we switch over to taking all calls through the
central help desk, the case load assignments won’t matter. The Help Desk will
send calls over to the next Instructional Designer up, no matter who the faculty
member is - that’s how we handle all our calls now.
Executive Director of Distance Learning: But that won’t work for us. It works
for you because all the PCs are the same, so any tech can handle any call. But for
Instructional, each course is designed differently. Sure, we are working on
standards, but that will take us a lot longer with academic freedom than it takes to
pick which Dell model CCA is going to buy for everyone.
Director of PC Services: Well, the software for Help Desk doesn’t have a way to
assign your designers to each course they have previously designed.
Executive Director of Distance Learning: How about just a printed Excel chart
that the Help Desk can have hanging there, or on file in the Help Desk PC right
now? We log all our cases into a spreadsheet that is on the network drive, so any
one of us can see it. I know it’s not as robust as your Help Desk software, but it
works for us to keep things all in one place.
[Observer Comment: long pause of silence]
Director of PC Services: Yeah, I think that could work, but reporting won’t. I’ll
talk to the Help Desk people about it, so we can see how to keep what you do and
incorporate it into what we do. Good idea.
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While the reorganization meeting was sometimes tense, punctuated with silence
between points of disagreement, members of both formerly independent departments
seemed inclined to collaborate. Although the presence of a researcher-observer may have
influenced how these administrators talked about reorganization, eventual compromises
in the conversation demonstrate that the CCA administrators remain committed to
providing the same level of support to faculty under the new department structure.
Analysis: Seven Factors that Influenced Discourse and Behavior at CCA
This case reveals several important findings about the influences of seven factors
on discourse and behaviors pertaining to the online ASBA program: 1) alignment of
personal/professional narrative to the goals of the online program, 2) faculty rank, status
and career stage, 3) membership in managerial/administrator or faculty culture, 4)
collaboration included in the history and development of the online program, 5) academic
discipline, 6) faculty perceptions of administrative support, and 7) institutional type.
Alignment of Individual Narrative to Online Program Goals: Most of the faculty

participants at CCA described a strong personal and professional commitment to
accommodate their students’ learning needs. While several of these faculty members
expressed empathy for their students’ schedules and seasonal considerations, nearly all
CCA faculty members voiced their belief in the importance of reaching out to meet their
students wherever their needs dictated. As a result, the online ASBA program was
developed largely as a faculty initiative, specifically among those faculty members whose
own personal and professional interests were strongly aligned with the benefits that the
online program had to offer students as well as faculty. Because ASBA faculty members
understood and empathized with their students, the Business department led the way in
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developing online courses throughout the history of developing this program in
particular, and the online education movement at CCA in general.
Similarly, administrators at CCA had recorded in their archival records and their
documents about online learning, a steadfast commitment to increasing access to
education for their constituencies. Several administrators at CCA described a more
general sense of access than simply the online delivery mode, referring more broadly to
correspondence, telecourses, and non-traditional terms. However, the alignment of the
online ASBA program to this dedication of administrators to increase access in general
also gave rise to their strong commitments to create an infrastructure that allowed online
programs to grow at CCA.
While top CCA administrators were clearly impressed with the initiative that the
Business faculty members demonstrated in offering all of their courses online before
most other departments in the college had accomplished this goal, these same
administrators did not exert much pressure on members of other departments whose
service courses were required to complete the ASBA completely online. This subtle
difference between offering infrastructure support in the form of technology and
instructional designers, vs. offering faculty incentives or issuing delivery mode mandates
illustrates that administrators did not necessarily view online expansion for the sake of
expansion itself. Rather, administrators at CCA voiced personal and professional
narratives that were consistent with striking a balance between increasing access and
investing scarce funds responsibly. As Birnbaum notes, narrative is "a compelling story
of ideals, purpose, and continuity that provides participants with meaning” (2001, p.
226). In this case, administrators distinctly preferred that faculty members self-select to
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participate in online programs, choosing not to make them “button pushers” but instead to
fund the technology staff to push the buttons while the faculty remained focused on
teaching. Therefore, the evolution of the online ASBA program was completely
consistent with the administrators’ own narrative.
Finally, the personal and professional narratives of the ASBA faculty were
focused almost completely on teaching as they perceived it to be a major component of
their work-life. A majority of ASBA faculty members offered specific details about the
nature of teaching online, whether in comparison to teaching in the traditional classroom,
or focusing on the intrinsic nature of the online experience itself. These comments
revealed that most ASBA faculty members reflected carefully about their teaching, and
valued it as the most important of their professional activities. Because the online ASBA
program facilitated their ability to teach even more often, more flexibly, or more
effectively, this format aligned perfectly with their personal and professional narratives.
The Influence of Faculty Rank, Status and Career Stage: Most faculty participants

expressed agreement about their support of and engagement in the online ASBA
program; however, a single important, subtle distinction emerged about those who did not
participate in the study, and from one participant who traced his initial reluctance directly
to career stage. The junior faculty member who participated in this case contextualized
his resistance in terms of competing interest with other expectations to earn tenure. His
references to feeling pressure about serving on the right committees, or earning positive
student evaluations in a teaching mode that was less subject to technological interference
with his teaching, conveyed that his career stage bore a direct influence on his
willingness to participate in teaching online. His reservations were only assuaged by the
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reassurance he received from his senior colleagues that he would receive all the support
he needed, as well as their approval. As Assistant Professor D explained, after those
pieces were in place, participation was much less threatening to him.
Although a recently tenured faculty participant in the same department did not
express similar reservations about her own willingness to participate, Assistant Professor
V did convey her own initial questions about how teaching online impacted tenure
decisions in general. In the absence of a formal policy, the importance of encouragement
from senior colleagues and department leaders (chair and dean) became extremely
important factors in career-stage decisions to participate at this site.
The Influence of Academic Cultures: Based on their membership in either a

faculty or an administrative culture (Birnbaum, 1992; Bergquist, 1998; Brown & Jackson,
2001) participants in this study discussed the needs and concerns of students in terms that
differed by cultural group. Faculty expressed their perceptions of students as learners
with unique personal needs who seek degrees to professionalize their knowledge of the
businesses they serve. As a result, the faculty emphasized the ways that the ASBA
program works for CCA as an accessible aspect of the mission, noting in particular the
benefits to students as individual learners: accessibility, flexibility, transferability.
Faculty members also commented on the needs of some students to be free of the social
judgments that are inherent in a traditional classroom, such as personal appearance,
membership in racial, ethnic, and gender classifications, and relative participation among
peers in class discussions. Their focus on students as individual learners, therefore,
strongly influences the cultural beliefs that faculty at CCA have formed about students.
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As members of the managerial culture, administrators in this study discussed their
perceptions of students as inputs to enrollment numbers. As individuals, students seem to
administrators more like consumers who seek services (including course material and
instructional interaction) in a conveniently accessible manner. Importantly, administrators
continued to connect the measure of success for meeting these needs into measures of
overall enrollment growth for the institution. Given the nature of administrative work in
terms of measurement, outcomes, and quantitative descriptors, administrators tended to
refer to students in the aggregate, and to discuss overall success of the online ASBA
program in terms of numbers.
In addition to the differences that emerged about their perceptions of students,
faculty and administrators also discussed differences in their perceptions of the work
involved in online education. Faculty and administrators expressed disagreement about
how workload is perceived vs. experienced. In addition, administrators perceived this
difference not only between themselves and faculty members, but also among members
of their own administrative teams vs. those administrative personnel who worked on the
ASBA online program. Some of these perception differences are based on what can be
seen at the workplace: ie, the number of hours that a worker is visible at a workstation.
To those who work more closely on the online tasks, these observations become less
relevant because the workplace is the anytime, anyplace computer screen.
The Influence of Collaboration during the History and Development of the ASBA:

The online ASBA program arose primarily out of faculty initiative. While the top
administrators at CCA undoubtedly charted a course for their institutional growth that
paved the way for this program, the emergence of the ASBA as the first major where
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every required course from the department was available online signifies that faculty led
this initiative. Although the required service courses took longer than the ASBA core
courses to go online, there was less “resistance” from the faculty, and more
“individualism” in evidence here. In the Math department, for instance, faculty meetings
during this development period centered around unrelated controversies regarding
standardized placement testing, sequencing of remedial courses, and class sizes for those
remedial courses. In none of the archival department meeting minutes did the topic of
online courses arise until quite late in 2004, when Professor Algebra recalled discussing
the need for “at least one section” of each required course online. According to the
Business faculty members and the administrators at CCA, leaving the decision of which
courses to offer online and when to each department was the most efficient approach for
this particular institutional context. However, Business faculty members clearly recalled
collaborating with administrators to plan the infrastructure that would pave the way for
other departments whose courses followed their own online.
While administrators stopped short of mandating or requiring faculty members
and their departments to offer online learning, their centralized financial support of the
technology and pedagogy required to facilitate this delivery mode certainly paved the
way for faculty, once they chose to follow that path.
The Influence of Discipline: Although the majority of participants in this study

belong to the Business department, one participant from the mathematics department
tended to focus her discourse more intently upon her specific course than on any
particular degree program that the course serves. At CCA, there is no mathematics degree
available, either online or on-site. However, as an Associate College, CCA does offer a
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transfer degree in Math and Science. By contrast, the Business department offers not only
the ASBA (in both on-site and online formats) but nearly a dozen additional degree
programs, certificates, and options that enjoy high enrollment and growth rates at the
college. The result of this emphasis on the discipline at this institutional type is most
likely a significant factor for success of the ASBA program online.
The faculty members of this department conveyed a strong sense of collegiality
and collaboration with one another beyond the online program, which may be typical to
this particular academic discipline. However, faculty members who participated tended to
refer more frequently to the occupational and lifestyle needs of their students than to the
subject-specific concerns of their discipline. For example, faculty members in the
Business department expressed strong empathy for the work-life conditions of their
students as hospitality workers, which is not likely to be a shared perception among
members of other academic disciplines who probably do not operate their own small
businesses in this industry. In this case, the effects of an institutional type that strongly
favors teaching over scholarship and a discipline that addresses a specific population of
learners have combined to produce a particularly favorable climate for an online
program.
Faculty Perceptions about Administrative Support: Faculty and administrators

expressed some similarities and some differences about the strength of administrative
support for online learning. Faculty perceived that strong administrative actions such as
hiring instructional design staff, assigning courses and faculty as "cases” to support staff,
and assigning “button pushing” duties to staff instead of faculty members, were evidence
that administrator actions speak as loudly as words. Similarly, by engaging in these
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actions, administrators acknowledged the importance of providing support to the faculty
members.
As junior faculty member D observed in his reflections about finally deciding to
participate by teaching a section of an online course that a senior colleague had
developed, the deciding factor for him was the support he received from Rochelle and
Annemarie in the Distance Learning department. The importance of their supporting roles
is evident not only in Assistant Professor D’s experiences, but also in the comments that
most participating faculty members made about the constant willingness they perceive
from these distance learning professionals.
From the earliest establishment of these positions under Dean Walsh’s philosophy
that instructors should “just teach” and technologists should master the “buttons and
gadgets” to the current leadership role that Annemarie plays as Executive Director of
Distance learning, the growth and viability of this support has been crucial to the success
of all online courses at CCA, including the online ASBA degree program. However,
under the recent appointment of President O, Distance Learning has been moved out from
Academics and reports to Information Technology; the Deanship has been dissolved and
reassigned to a completely different array of academic-only departments and a new leader
installed; and the future of how distance learning will be structured remains to be seen.
For example, administrators and faculty did not share similar perceptions about
planned changes to support levels. Faculty members were not at all familiar with the
details of recent organizational realignments, and administrators were, by sharp contrast,
focused on little else in the context of the researcher’s questions. As a result of their
cultural affiliation to curriculum and teaching, faculty assumptions about ongoing techno-
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pedagogical support appeal' to remain unchanged at the time of this study. However, as a
result of their cultural affiliation to overall institutional change and growth,
administrators expressed a strong awareness of current changes to the organizational
structure, and several articulated connections between those changes and the evolving
nature of distance learning as more “mainstream” than its earlier perceptions.
This study included an observation of one organizational meeting among top
Information and Instructional Technology administrators, where the approaches that each
professional had taken to his or her support activities was the topic of discussion. During
that meeting, it was clear that both leaders expressed a will to collaborate and reach the
most efficient combined approach possible.
However, for the Instructional Technology professionals, an organizational
realignment out of Academic supervision and under central technology Administrative
supervision seemed extremely threatening. To that point, these Instructional Technology
professionals perceived themselves as adhering to an academic commitment to create
courses that emphasize effective teaching. Their perceptions during the recent
administrative changes included doubts that the centralized and increasingly securityoriented nature of Information Technology leadership might change their emphasis away
from teaching and towards more technology-centric considerations.
At the time of this study though, the organizational changes occurring among
Information Technology and Distance Learning were so new that faculty participants
were largely unaware of them. How faculty members will eventually perceive these
changes remains to be seen, perhaps in a future study of this case.
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The Influence of Institutional Type: As Allen and Seaman report, Associate

colleges account for half of all online enrollments nationwide (2004; 2006). Community
College A provides a typical example of the online enrollment growth in this “world”
(Clark, 1986). Faculty and administrators alike acknowledge growth in online programs
as a significant source of outreach and of new enrollments.
As an Associate College, CCA has positioned itself to serve its local residents. In
keeping with this aspect of its mission, both faculty and administrators perceive its
development of online degree programs as completely appropriate to its institutional role.
In addition, the strong teaching emphasis that Associate colleges place on the faculty role
has also emerged as an important theme in the discourse of faculty members, influencing
their perception of themselves in relation to their discipline as well, discussed in more
detail below.
Many CCA faculty comments focus specifically on their increased ability to reach
and teach students who might otherwise be excluded from their classes. Consequently,
because faculty work-life in this associate college revealed a student-centered focus,
strengthened by a strongly collaborative tendency among the faculty members, the ASBA
online program grew to achieve success for this institution. In addition, this case revealed
strong agreement between faculty and administrators with regard to perceptions of their
personal/professional priorities and the goals of the new online degree program. Notably,
one important difference emerged: how each group perceives students. While faculty
members perceived students as individual learners with a uniquely career-specific need
for increased access to online courses, administrators described students as aggregates in
terms of "increased enrollments” and "numbers” as the previous section discusses.
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Summary: What faculty and administrators say and do about the online ASBA

program at CCA has been influenced by seven factors:
1. alignment between how individuals perceive themselves and the goals of the
ASBA program,
2. faculty rank, status and career stage,
3. membership of administrators and faculty into academic cultural groups,
4. the extent of administrator collaboration during this faculty-led initiative,
5. characteristics of both faculty and students engaged in studies related to the
academic discipline of business in particular,
6. faculty perceptions of the importance administrators have placed on providing
centralized technical and pedagogical support to online education, and
7. unique aspects of the mission, work-life, and student body in the associate college
institutional type.
Each of these factors influenced both what faculty and administrators said about the
online ASBA program and what faculty and administrators did in response to the
program. In this case, the program appears to have very strong support from members of
both groups of academic professionals, with some notable differences as described in this
section.
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University X: Crossing Cultures Seamlessly
Background of University X: Founded in one of the northeast's oldest cities

during the 1890s, University X began as a technical arts school that evolved to attain
university status during the 1970s. University X prides itself as that city’s “technological
leader” in health arts and sciences. In the early 1980s, University X was among the first
universities in America to require all incoming students to have microcomputers. By
2000, University X was one of the first colleges in the nation to implement a fully
wireless campus. Situated over several city blocks, amidst the taller surrounding
buildings of the city skyline, the campus of University X bustles with thousands of
commuter and residential students every day. Surprising small courtyards and
quadrangles, memorial gardens, sculpture and bench-lined brick walkways occasionally
interrupt the otherwise purely urban landscape of the campus. Many of the Schools and
Colleges have their own dedicated buildings, each of which prominently posts its name
on all sides of the glass and brick structures. That the entire campus is connected via one,
secure wireless network is an outstanding accomplishment.
Presenting itself as a distinctive, innovative, and entrepreneurial leader among
similar institutions, University X also founded its own for-profit subsidiary, X-eLearning
(referred to by University X faculty and administrators as “XeL”). XeL is responsible to
market, promote, and offer technological support to several of the institution’s eLearning
programs. This new administrative unit is physically located on the campus, in a building
that also house the College's School of Continuing and Professional Education.
University' X today is organized into eight colleges and three schools, offering five

associate’s, 62 bachelor's (5 online), 63 master's (21 online) and 35 doctoral degrees, in
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addition to two undergraduate certificates, six post-baccalaureate certificates (all
available online) and one professional degree in medicine, with a law degree planned for
2008. In 2004/2005, University X awarded approximately 2300 bachelor’s, 1300
master’s, and more than 100 doctorates. Although previously classified as a Doctoral
Extensive (2000 Carnegie Classifications), University X is now known as a Research
University, High Activity institution (2005 Carnegie Classifications). The mission of
University X is
To serve its students and society through comprehensive, integrated academic
offerings enhanced by technology, cooperative education and clinical practice in
an urban setting.
The School of Education at University X traces its roots back to the early days
when the institution offered teacher training as part of its curriculum for women. Today,
the School of Education is more than 500 students strong. The curriculum goes well
beyond teacher training, offering bachelor’s, master's and doctoral degrees along with a
wide variety of certification programs to meet the needs of educators at all levels and in
all situations - from the classroom to the boardroom. Currently, one full professor, two
associate professors, and seven assistant professors hold appointments on the tenure
track, while nine adjunct professors and 23 fellows on varying contract appointment
lengths comprise the non-tenure track at the School of Education. The Full Professor
serves as the Director of the School, one of the Associate Professors and two Assistant
Professors also direct specific programs and research projects (like Outreach) and the
remaining Assistant Professors all focus on K-12 teacher and administrator specialties.
The Adjuncts and the Fellows are drawn from a wider variety of expertise areas, which
allows the department to maintain its stable core of full time faculty, and build
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responsive, new certificates and degree programs quickly. Based on how those programs
and certificates have performed in the past, the School has replaced faculty lines from
applicable areas of expertise, such as Instructional Technology, converting a Fellow or
Adjunct to an Assistant Professor line wherever sufficient enrollment increases have
provided the basis for the conversion.
The full professor (Director of the School), one associate, one assistant, eight
adjuncts, and one fellow participated in this study. As Director of the Master of Science
in Higher Education (MSHE) program, the Assistant Professor, Dr. B, was considered as
an administrator in this study. In addition, three other administrators from the School of
Education, four from the University’s eLearning department, and three from the
Information Technology department also participated in this study. Some of these
participants were observed at Open House events, and many of the documents they
exchanged about an online degree program were also analyzed for this case study.
Historically, the School of Education has benefited from University X’s position
as one of the premier technology universities in the nation. University X is similarly
recognized as a national leader in online learning. Mention of this distinction is
prominent in both print and online advertisements placed by the School of Education, as
well as in the web site, pamphlets, brochures and recruiting letters the School produces.
On campus, the School of Education is located on the second floor of the same
building that houses University X‘s Instructional Resources for Technology (IRT) center,
which itself occupies the first floor. Students and graduates of the University’s
Instructional Technology Leadership doctoral program staff the IRT, and work closely
with faculty members from all of the University’s schools and colleges, rendering the
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School of Education a locus for innovative technological projects, particularly in
classroom technologies. The entryway to the second floor displays an oversized billboard
that promotes the School’s “iPods in Education” project, which provides every incoming
Education student with a free iPod for use in their undergraduate classrooms and in the
online degree program.
The School’s web site similarly has several dozen pages devoted to online
initiatives in general (including the degree programs and the iPod project), and several
scores of pages devoted to strategies for students who are new to e-learning. Many of the
e-learning pages are linked to a similar looking web site for XeL. Unlike the University X
main web site (which has an internet address that ends with .edu to identify it as a
college), the XeL web site has a .com internet address that identifies it as a commercial
venture. The difference between the addresses reveals that the University registered its
web site as an educational (.edu) site, and then later registered the XeL site as a
commercial (.com) site. That the two sites look so similar, and link between one another
seamlessly demonstrates the tight connections that the University and its subsidiary, XeL
must maintain. The XeL site contains hundreds of megabytes in archived audio
recordings (podcasts) that were captured during hybrid (live and online combined) Open
House information sessions.
Enrolled students and faculty members have access to both a third and a fourth
password-protected web site, each of which contains several thousand more documents
and podcast audio-video recordings specific to their academic program and courses.
These are archives of previously recorded class lectures, discussions, and guest speaker
panels, featuring education experts from the U.S. Department of Education, among other
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scholars and policy makers. University X is one of very few institutions who offer these
rich media resources to students in both a Blackboard and a WebCT Course Management
System. Both course management platforms offered competing products from their
invention in 1996 until late 2005, when Blackboard Corporation purchased its
competitor, WebCT. Prior to that acquisition, most institutions purchased a costly license
for either one or the other system; rarely for both. Maintaining both systems demonstrates
University X’s commitment to supporting online learning as broadly as possible, with a
significant investment in competing technologies. The history of University X as a
technologically advanced institution, strengthened by these visible commitments to the
web sites, to XeL, and to the best-available learning management systems, all form a
solid foundation on which the School of Education could build and launch its
innovations.
Histon' and Evolution of the Online Master of Science in Higher Education
Program: The School of Education has historically maintained a single-department

structure, where the full-time faculty core collaborates with fellows and adjuncts to offer
most programs. Traditionally, the department has offered classroom-based undergraduate
education courses (methods, educational psychology, etc.) along with some lowresidency graduate certificates and degrees in Educational Administration (principal
preparation) and the Science of Instruction (specifically geared towards K-12 math and
science teachers). As an outgrowth to its innovative '‘Summers only” and “Saturday
School” delivery models, the School began offering “a course here, a course there,”
online in the late 1990s, in much the same way that faculty “early adopters” at many
institutions forged ahead on their own initiative.
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Just after the innovative XeL department was established at the University in
2000, however, the School began to re-assess the strategic direction of their stray courses
and to consider the possibility of converting several entire degree programs to an online
format. As it stood in 2000, education students enrolled in some traditional certificate
programs, some bachelor’s, one master’s (the Science of Instruction program), and one
newly developed doctoral program (the summers-only, classroom-based, Leadership and
Learning Technologies program). These programs were all geared towards K-12
practitioners; there was no higher education program at the School during this time,
although some higher education professionals did enroll in the classroom-based,
Summers-only International Education program and in a similarly structured Instructional
Technology program. Students enrolled in all of these programs had occasional access to
an online course created around individual faculty initiatives, with no systematic
requirements or carefully planned scheduling in one place.
Simultaneously, the School welcomed Director L as a new leader in 2000. At
University X, the Director of the School serves in a capacity very similar to the Dean of
Education at most smaller institutions. Director L had served as Dean at another high
activity research university in the mid-Atlantic. Under his leadership, University G
gained national prominence for its own online programs in Education. According to
faculty and administrators, this experience proved to be a major factor in the search
committee selection for a new leader at the University X School of Education.
Recognizing the likelihood that the School had reached regional ‘‘market saturation” of
its existing programs, enrollment and academic leadership at the executive level of the
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University had strongly suggested that the School select a growth-oriented leader who
could expand enrollment to include students from outside a 50-mile radius.
As expected, Director L encouraged more of the faculty to offer online courses in
the Summers-only and Saturday School degree programs that were already succeeding at
University X, including a master’s program in teaching English as a Second Language
that was already attracting students from several states around the country. Within two
years of his arrival, Dr. L had both succeeded in launching the online formats of these
programs, and had also recognized that they too were quickly reaching their enrollment
plateaus.
In 2003, Director L commissioned a needs analysis to determine which type of
graduate programs were missing from the northeast region, aiming to broaden the
potential student canvas for new programs beyond the 50-mile radius. The Director
imagined a low-residency hybrid program might be most desirable to prospective
graduate students for whom even the Summers-only and Saturday School programs
might be too lengthy or logistically untenable. The needs analysis results suggested that
there was strong, unmet demand for a program in higher education administration and
leadership, not just within the geographic region, but beyond it, if the program could also
be offered completely online.
As a rapidly expanding field of graduate study, higher education administration
programs had typically been offered only on university campuses, and enrolled mostly
incumbent administrators whose availability to attend classes was severely limited by the
nature of their 12-month work schedules. Dr. L learned from the report that incumbent
workers at associate and baccalaureate campuses outside the geographic region could
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also benefit more from the flexibility of a hybrid or online program than their
neighboring universities could offer on the weekend or summers-only schedule.
Consequently, Dr. L engaged a nationally-recognized scholar in online higher education
to serve as a consultant who would review the needs analysis, write recommendations,
and eventually, sketch the outline for the curriculum. Her own degree was in Higher
Education Leadership, and her area of research was specifically focused on the growth of
distance learning in Higher Education. According to Director L:
I met Dr. B while she was finishing her own doctoral work at [University G]
where I worked before coming to University X. Her work even back then focused
on the distance learning environment, and I knew she’d started her own
consulting business after graduating. This was a perfect opportunity for me to
engage someone I knew and trusted to take a serious look at what to add to
strengthen my new School.
By 2004, Dr. B had created a set of recommendations for a new Master of Science
in Higher Education program that could be completed either on-site (via a low-residency,
hybrid approach that called for weekend classes at University X once per month) or could
be completed entirely online. In suggesting the full weekends model over the previous
Saturday School model. Dr. B intended to hold classes on Sundays also, which
accelerated the possible completion time for the program, answering a complaint that
Saturday School students had expressed in the pages of the needs analysis report. The
original Higher Education curriculum plans also included several tracks in both wellrepresented and under-represented areas of the higher education curriculum: student
services, administrative leadership, teaching and learning, institutional development, and
distance learning initiatives. Full time faculty members at the School of Education were
impressed by the original plans Dr. B designed, but expressed concerns about the lack of
expertise among their current members to offer courses in such areas of specialization.
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All of the full time faculty had expertise in the K-12, Instructional Technology,
and International Education areas; furthermore, most of the Fellows complemented these
areas of expertise by adding ESL and Science Instruction content knowledge. Fellows
had historically been recruited from regional school districts, graduates of the University
X programs, and colleagues of the University X faculty who also taught at other regional
colleges. Shortly after her own initial contract as a consultant was converted to a tenuretrack position to serve as director for this new program, Dr. B explained that faculty for
the MSHE program would be recruited in a completely different manner than any of the
other current degree programs employed:
If we need someone to teach equal opportunity in higher education, we’re going
to recruit right from the US [federal advocacy offices]. Remember, this program
will be online or low-residency, so we can recruit faculty based on their expertise
in each topic, not restricted by where they live.
Senior administrators in the University hierarchy also expressed some initial
concern about the possible impact of expanding the faculty to include these specialists
who might never come to campus, but later noted that their concerns were unfounded:
A lot of the faculty in the higher education program are not on campus here. They
are all over the country for this program, the best qualified in each subject. It
really rips down the walls of any traditional program, of higher education itself.
There is absolutely no wall at all! It’s torn down, it’s discarded, and it’s not even
thought about. There has been no outcry from the faculty that we know of about
that. Whereas you might think that in some other settings there would be more
faculty upset at a situation like that.
For their pail, faced with their own challenges to continue offering more courses
in teacher education, second language education, and science education online, the full¬
time faculty discussed and eventually approved of this approach for the benefit of the
department. Recent plateaus in enrollments for their own online programs led the
Director to explain that their own efforts in this newer medium were also approaching
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market saturation. The full-time faculty wished Dr. L and Dr. B success with the new
Master of Science in Higher Education (MSHE) program, acknowledging that they
wanted the department to grow as much as anyone, and saw that enrollments in their own
programs had reached a manageable level that satisfied their own quality standards.
Associate Professor M noted that:
The growth had to come from somewhere. We teach a lot of students in these
programs already on both the undergraduate and the graduate level...[we have]
very little time...to devote to dreaming up other programs that the new Director
wants to add. For the most part, we were happy to hear that there would be more
options for the staff here at University X who wanted to study higher education.
That was an area we never addressed, and none of us has experience, but he was
clearly prepared with someone who was.
At this point in 2004, Dr. L engaged in his first conversations with XeL, the forprofit subsidiary at University X. XeL is charged with assessing fiscal feasibility of a new
online program, converting the curriculum to online format, and launching a marketing
campaign. Although the School of Education maintains its own Marketing and
Admissions departments, the University X president offers financial incentives to
Schools and Colleges that collaborate with XeL. Employing a revenue sharing model that
reinvests a portion of tuition from online programs directly back to the originating
department, XeL also offers targeted services that ‘‘boost” the online programs into faster
and greater success through their online marketing activities. Typically, the senior
program directors at XeL engage in regular conversations with Directors and Deans from
many schools and colleges throughout University X, always listening for an opportunity
to convert an existing program to the online format. As one of these senior program
directors explained:
If we already have an established relationship with a dean or senior administrator
in the schools, they usually have some kind of informal conversation with us

161

about something they want to do. ...we look to see if something already exists
that we can convert to online. If something doesn’t exist, it’s such a long drawnout process through the faculty senate and the college itself, we take the path of
least resistance and go with something we already have. We’ve learned over time
that if it's something under development, we’ll wait for the bureaucracy to get
back to us when it’s almost done before we spend any money marketing it.
However, the MSHE became an exception to what had become common practice
for XeL. Expecting to hear that the curriculum would be ready in the next 2-3 years, the
representatives at XeL were pleasantly surprised to learn that consultant Dr. B was
already working on the courses and should have faculty identified by the summer of
2005, just over one year from those initial conversations between Dr. L and the VP at
XeL. As the VP for Academics at XeL notes, the School of Education carries out its own
mission in a manner very conducive to XeL’s:
Dr. L and Dr. B are both entrepreneurial in spirit, so they were very much in
synch (sic) with our way of thinking and wanting to move quickly, so there was
no conflict at all. The majority of their students are online now; they are a very
small school, so this is not just an add-on to what they’re doing, it’s a major part
of what they’re doing. They’re much more in synch with us than one of the larger
colleges of the university would be because they’re more motivated to promote
programs than to run a laboratory-based, research-driven type of operation. A lot
of what they do is research related to education and teaching in the first place, so
they’re very entrepreneurial.
In fact, Dr. B was able to deliver the curriculum outline, the faculty members
from different regions of the country who would teach the courses, and the plans for a
comprehensive student-centered “virtual campus,” all within the time frame that she and
Dr. L originally expected. Their original vision for both hybrid and fully online formats,
however, did not appeal to the first cohort of incoming students, none of whom opted for
attending any hybrid weekend classes on campus. Because so many incoming students
preferred a completely online format, the program rolled out in Fall 2005 with only that
delivery method. Similarly, the original plans for launching several areas of concentration
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simultaneously also ended up being scaled back, based on the incoming class members’
preferences for the more traditionally represented concentrations in a) student services
and b) administrative leadership. The Marketing Director for the School of Education,
Mr. H, explained that:
We initially offered at least six different concentration options...There wasn’t
really a lot of interest in some of those options in order to fill cohorts
immediately, so we’ve scaled back on some of those and offered the leadership
option as the primary and some of those others as secondary options. I think there
is definitely a market for a concentration in student life, and eventually I hope that
we can work it back so that all six can be offered as primary concentrations, but I
think it’s a matter of getting the word out and getting the program a reputation.
In spite of having to streamline the formats into only the online delivery method
and the concentrations into primarily Leadership, the MSHE program launched in Fall
2005 with an exceptionally strong initial cohort of more than 30 students, including a
number of administrative employees at University X. Compared to similar programs,
particularly for an initial launch, XeL considered this first cohort a recruiting success.
The University X students/staffers were ecstatic at the prospect of continuing their own
professional development right there with the University’s own program, making use of
their tuition waiver benefit as well. Their colleagues from other institutions outside the
state, and several from outside the time zone, were equally delighted to have access to a
Higher Education program offered online. Members of the initial cohort enrolled in the
same two core courses and quickly established a strong rapport with Dr. B, who was
officially named Assistant Professor and Director of the MSHE Program in Fall, 2005.
Dr. B tapped her former colleagues from institutions where she had studied,
taught, and consulted during the years immediately preceding her work at University X.
She began recruiting the first five adjunct faculty members in winter 2005 while still
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authoring the curriculum guidelines for the planned program, allowing them three full
quarters’ lead time to prepare their new courses for online delivery. Three additional
faculty members were recruited soon afterward, so that they could begin planning for the
winter quarter. Each received a small stipend as compensation for creating the initial
curriculum in each course. As Dr. B’s original report predicted, expertise in the topic area
was the leading criterion for recruitment. While many of the faculty members who
eventually joined the MSHE adjunct team did have current publications in their areas of
interest, their experience was the primary factor for their appointments. All new faculty
members had the dual distinction of experience in higher education administrative roles
as well as having completed terminal degrees in their areas of expertise. All nine and Dr.
B reside at least 50 miles away from the University X campus.
What the Faculty Say
An important distinction between the adjunct faculty members who teach in the
MSHE program and the rest of the faculty who comprise the School of Education is that
the MSHE faculty are actually all administrators in their “day jobs” elsewhere at leading
institutions and government organizations (such as the US Department of Education)
around the country. As a result, there were some differences between what the faculty
from the MSHE program say and what the full time faculty from the School of Education
say about the institution’s mission, the institution’s motivation to offer the MSHE
program online, and about the benefits of online teaching and learning in general.
Where the School of Education's full-time faculty declined to participate in
offering any classes for the higher education degree program online, their choices were
based on misalignment of preparation in the specialized curricular areas Dr. B needed for
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the program. When those full-time faculty members spoke about University X, most were
more familiar with the School of Education’s mission with a shared emphasis on service,
problem-solving and technology than with the institution’s more focused emphasis on
technology leadership in its overall mission. The full time faculty knew both missions in
general, but their conversations focused on the School’s emphasis on applied research to
teaching practice, rather than on the University’s emphasis on leading with technology.
By contrast, none of the adjunct faculty who teach for the MSHE were aware that the
School of Education had its own mission statement, let alone what it might be. The
mission statement at the School of Education states that:
The mission of the School of Education is to enrich knowledge and practice
related to lifespan learning, based on the most current and appropriate research
and practice. The goal of the school is to improve human understanding through
programs and activities that emphasize creative uses of human effort, technology,
and problem solving.
While nearly all of the full-time School of Education faculty members could
easily articulate the mission of their School and generally refer to the technological
history and emphasis of the University, the MSHE faculty members were not as familiar
with either statement. They all shared, however, an immediate identification of the role
that technology and innovation have played in University X’s history. Most MSHE
faculty admitted being more familiar with their “home” institution’s mission as a matter
of course, but knowing at least that University X is a “leader in technology” or an
“innovative college dedicated to technological arts” all of which bear strong similarity to
the ways they made sense of the MSHE program in relation to the actual mission
statement:
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To serve its students and society through comprehensive, integrated academic
offerings enhanced by technology, cooperative education and clinical practice in
an urban setting.
All MSHE (adjunct) faculty members were aware that University X prides itself
on being a leader in technology and innovation, so the MSHE faculty could easily make
the connection between the University's motivation in offering the MSHE and its
strategic direction. Adjunct Instructor M observed that:
My understanding of University X has always been about the
technology... positioning itself as [the cityj’s premier technological school. This
program made sense to me immediately in that context. When Dr. B first asked
me to teach, I joked that I’m a student affairs administrator, not an engineer,
because that’s the first program that comes to mind when I think of University X.
If University X doesn’t offer a program like this online, who else will? It’s a
perfect fit.
Not only are the mission statements of the School and of University X important
to faculty members who make sense of the MSHE program, but also important are the
routine communications about the program itself and the university in general. These
communications seem to sharpen what faculty members and administrators say about the
MSHE program.
Internal memoranda and email messages between Dr. B, the Director, and the
adjunct MSHE faculty members who came to know one another via team teaching or at
Open Houses, made frequent references to technical terms that some interviewees
confided they wouldn’t have been able to spell before becoming involved in the MSHE
program. As one adjunct faculty member quipped ‘‘once I learned to compress file size, I
went from megs to kays...and at least now I know I’m not talking about ex-girlfriends!”
In email messages between the researcher and these adjunct faculty members, the
strong theme of technological reputation, mission, and fidelity of the MSHE program to
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that reputation and mission continued to be evident. Some faculty members referred to
the podcasts on the XeL web site as the primary examples they followed in planning their
own use of this technology, not just in format, but also in content. As the description of
each podcast in Appendix F illustrates, these recordings contain guidance and advice
from XeL’s Vice President of Academic Affairs about e-learning itself: tips for success,
choosing an online program, and preparing to learn online, for example. For adjunct
faculty members, these clear, concise, consistent messages continued to sharpen their
understanding of what the students were being told to expect. Consequently, these
messages also helped adjunct faculty to develop curricula, assignments, and requirements
to ensure that students met those expectations.
In one follow-up exchange regarding relative ease-of-use of the iPod for playing
vs. for recording, another adjunct faculty member, Instructor N, noted:
I never expected this program to use yesterday’s technology...I knew I would be
challenged to learn new tools...it’s University X, after all. Luckily, Dr. B and the
staff are right there on the other end of my email account, anytime I need help.
This comment demonstrates the crossover between two recurring themes
throughout this case. The first theme is the impact that clear, consistent communications
have on the MSHE faculty members’ ability to make sense of the new program in an
institutional context that is, for them, sharply focused on this program alone. As adjuncts,
the MSHE faculty receive messages from University X that focus only on the online
program, not on tenure, service/committee work, or any other topic that might draw their
attention away from the program. The unique positions of these MSHE faculty members
definitely shape the ways that they perceive clear communication about the online
program.
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The second recurring theme is the importance of strong technical and pedagogical
support from the program administrators and staff. This theme emerged as both a
motivational and a reward factor that adjunct faculty consistently cited in their
conversations about the program. Those who were new to online teaching mentioned
specifically that being promised readily-accessible, responsive technical support
motivated them to agree to teach this way. Those who had previously taught online for
other institutions mentioned that they felt rewarded by the higher level of support they
received from University X, when compared to their experiences at other institutions.
What Faculty Say about their Roles and Motivation to Teach Online: When asked

specifically about their motivation to teach online, most adjunct faculty members
involved in the MSHE pointed out that they live more than a days’ drive or even an
airplane flight away from the University X campus, explaining that teaching online is the
only way they would be able to offer classes for this institution. As mentioned previously,
every MSHE adjunct faculty member works as a senior administrator at another
institution, engaged in higher education leadership or student affairs roles as their full
time occupations. They enjoy sharing their experiential knowledge when they teach
online. In this regard, the adjunct MSHE faculty members shared a similarity with their
full-time counterparts on the School of Education faculty, where those in Science
Education, for example, either continue to teach a content course of their own, or
participate in service work at neighboring ‘lab schools.” Thus, when discussing their
motivation to teach online in their Science of Instruction Online program, some full-time
faculty members also referred to keeping their firsthand classroom experiences fresh, so
that they could share experiential knowledge with their students.
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Some adjunct MSHE faculty reported that they had taught courses on-site at their
own institutions, and all hold advanced or professional degrees of their own, rendering
them eligible to teach at other locations that might be nearer to their homes or jobs. But
as one adjunct faculty interviewee pointed out “by the time you get back and forth to a
second job, you end up spending almost as much time hassling the commute, the parking,
the classroom logistics, as you do in contact with the students” which made the online
teaching experience, by contrast, a lot more focused on student contact, absent all the
“hassle” of a traditional second job.
For many of these “crossover” professionals who inhabit the cultural milieu of
administration during their “day jobs” and who assume a part time faculty role when they
teach online “in their spare time,” the motivation also came from the opportunity to try
out new teaching tools, complete with all the personal and technical support that Dr. B
offered. As keen observers of the field overall, most interviewees expressed an awareness
that this program would help them to stay on the cutting edge of the direction online
education is taking. At their own institutions, some MSHE adjunct faculty members are
seeing similar developments, but not necessarily in the higher education content area.
One interviewee, Instructor W, explained that:
...the program in higher education should be offered online because that's where
higher education is going. If it’s not already there. I mean. I’m not one of those
people who thinks we’ll ever do away with the bricks and mortar campus as we
know it. but we’re American higher education. There’s always someone else we
can reach that the technology lets us reach, and these students in particular should
know how to use it, not to mention us on the faculty side. We’re supposed to be
leaders, so we should lead by example in using these tools when we prepare
higher education leaders as well.
Similarly, in referencing their conversations with prospective students at the Open
House events, most MSHE adjunct faculty members expressed a desire to keep a hand in
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teaching, especially when that hand got the chance to touch students through a keyboard.
Adjunct MSHE faculty members noted that they might not have expected this
phenomenon based on their previous readings and conversations about online learning,
but the quality, depth, and quantity of discussions they reported in their online classes
were outstanding. Even when they were not, adjunct MSHE Instructor W also pointed out
that he perceived the online delivery method as a tremendous advantage over traditional
teaching he had done:
I didn't think this was possible, but I can see what they’re thinking! I mean all of
them. In other classes I’ve taught. I’ve got to wait for the papers to come in to
know if someone is thinking clearly, or maybe they’re missing it entirely. Here, I
know all along if they’re not thinking because they write it all down, all the time.
It’s the best teaching I’ve ever done! I log in every day because I want to know
who is thinking what - it’s fun.
Along with Instructor W, some additional adjunct MSHE faculty members with
prior traditional teaching experience at other institutions noted that their online students
seemed more likely than their traditional students to share information from their varied
perspectives online. Although this depth might be partly attributed to the level of the
students, the adjunct MSHE faculty members agree that the deeper contact is also partly
attributable to the medium. Instructor A said that “they have more time, more space to
occupy with their particulars than the two-and-a-half hour classroom allows, so you learn
more about how they differ.” This deeper view of student diversity served as a
particularly motivating factor for at least two adjunct faculty members who mentioned it
specifically: Instructors N and A.
Like their students, MSHE adjunct faculty members are also diverse in age and
experience from the newly-credentialed JD who is in the first few years of her career in
another university's house counsel office to the dual-PhD senior administrator who has
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headed up Athletics, Student Affairs, and Alumni Development offices during his several
decades’ experience in higher education in the UK as well as the US. However, several
noted that they were also motivated by the chance to mentor nascent higher education
professionals in this new way. Most of these senior administrators professed a strong
attraction to teaching for this particular program because it placed them in a “virtual
proximity to bright new minds who will be the future leaders of these campuses long
after we retire from our own,” as adjunct MSHE Instructor K noted.
Finally, it is significant to note that none of the interviewees mentioned stipend or
incentive pay as a motivating factor. When asked specifically about it, most faculty
members from the adjunct-based MSHE program and both interviewees from the full¬
time faculty noted that they felt more compelled by the intrinsic rewards of learning new
tools, reaching more students in deeper and different ways, and teaching for a unique
institution from the comfort of their own computers than they were in the salary. For the
full-time faculty in teacher education, online courses in their programs are calculated as
part of the 4-6 courses-per-year assigned teaching work load. For the adjunct MSHE
program, salary is comparable to adjunct pay at most of their ow'n institutions, around
$3,000 per course.
What Faculty Say about the Benefits of Online Teaching: When asked about their

beliefs regarding benefits and drawbacks to online teaching and learning, the MSHE
adjunct faculty members all incorporated both student and faculty experiences into their
responses. Most adjuncts reported a perception of convenience and flexibility as the most
valuable student benefit, particularly in higher education, where most students are already
engaged in college administrative or middle management roles. Identifying strongly with
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their students, these adjunct faculty members mentioned that attending traditional classes
can be difficult, if not impossible, given their work schedules. The adjunct MSHE faculty
members also perceive student benefits in unlimited online access to materials. As
interviewee Instructor M put it:
Looking back on my own graduate program, I realize how many file boxes I kept
with articles, course packs, and notebooks in them. I wouldn’t know where to
begin digging through those boxes if I needed to put my hands on something right
away. But these students have a tremendous advantage over me and my file
boxes. They have this virtual student center now, with anything and everything
they could ever need. They can download it, and have access to their materials
from any computer in the world. Where else can you get something like that but
in a program like this?
Yet another student benefit that MSHE adjunct faculty members identified is the
immediate access to and ongoing contact with their faculty and guest speakers. Several
faculty members described the value of adding guests from congressional offices and
other senior levels of college administration without the barriers of travel, scheduling, or
logistics. The recorded podcast lectures may be replayed on-demand by any student at
any time, and the faculty may replay the lectures in future classes. In addition, most of
the guests are generous with their responses to students’ follow-up questions via email.
Similarly, MSHE adjunct faculty members report being very attentive to student emails
that come in during the business day, as Instructor N said:
.. .if I’m working on a report of my own and an email message comes in from a
student, it’s a great opportunity for me to connect those two experiences. In my
reply to the student, I can say something like “as a matter of fact, I’m just
developing a similar report on my own campus, so I’m glad you asked about
reporting requirements.'’ The synergy of what I do and what I teach make for a
seamless experience for the students and for me.
While these perceptions are unique to a higher education program staffed by
administrators who serve as adjunct faculty members, they also share some basic
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common threads with other online programs: flexibility, innovative tools, and increased
access are all widely reported in the literature on distance learning benefits (Beaudoin,
1990; Freberg etal, 1995; Trow, 1997; DeVries and Telia, 2000; Bathe, 2001; Kamata
and Bower, 2001).
What Faculty' Say about Support from a Strong Leader: All of the adjunct faculty

who teach online MSHE courses specifically noted the quality of support they have
received from Dr. B personally, and from the School of Education and XeL staff
members collectively. Notably, unlike the School of Education and the Instructional
Technology department, who are co-located in the same building, the School and XeL are
physically located several blocks away from one another on the University X campus.
The full-time faculty members who participated in this study rarely mentioned their
administrative counterparts from XeL, referring almost exclusively to their own in¬
department technological support and to the Instructional Technology administrators
from “downstairs.” To the off-site MSHE adjunct faculty, however, all of the people
offering support from both ends of campus appeared to be one seamless unit, all part of
the University X support infrastructure about which all MSHE adjunct faculty voiced
strong appreciation. Most adjunct faculty members began their praise about the support
they received with a mention of the program director, as Instructor W did:
I knew [Dr. B] when she was a doctoral student here, at [University G]. She knew
what this e-learning thing was all about even then, almost ten years ago now.
When she called to ask if I wanted to teach law, it was all I could do not say
“when do I start?” before she even finished asking...I have been an attorney for
more years than Fd care to admit, but I never had the opportunity to teach. So for
me, teaching online is the only teaching I’ve ever known, and [she] made sure I
learned everything I needed to know. The staff she has over there answered every
one of my calls, did all the technical tasks with me, and helped me right through
this most recent thing...we recorded the head of the Congressional Office of
Employment about Affirmative Action. Now it’s a podcast and all I had to do was
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ask a few questions, follow a few steps, and boom. The students can have it
feeding into their heads when they go jogging if they want.
Adjunct MSHE faculty expressed similar sentiments during every interview
conducted at University X. According to respondents, both Dr. B and the staff at XeL
provided everything adjunct faculty members needed for technical and pedagogical
support, from templates for creating a syllabus to model questions for discussion board
prompts to a fully-developed “virtual resource room” where MSHE adjunct faculty could
direct students to journal articles, book excerpts, best practices documents and a wealth
of additional resources. As MSHE adjunct Instructor A. put it:
[Dr. B] gave us all the detail we needed about grading, groups, assignments,
discussion participation, how to upload, how to do podcasts, how to create text
and iPod announcements. We’ve heard that go-live for some other tools will
happen this week, a group announcements tool, for instance...I would only advise
friends of mine to do something like this if they could get this comfortable with
the people handling the technology, and if they were sure they would get this
level of support. They have made a first-time teaching opportunity so worthwhile.
In addition, the School of Education staff collaborated with XeL to offer several
on-site and online (hybrid) Open House events. Observation notes of these events,
reinforced by reviewing archived audio files, written transcripts, and faculty interviews
that referenced the events, also solidified the importance of these events to the faculty
support system. At Open House events, some MSHE adjunct faculty members noted that
they had more opportunities to learn what the students were expecting, and they saw
again how much the support staff and program directors were offering to help both their
teaching efforts and the students’ learning efforts. The Open House transcripts contain
several offers by the Director to personally contact students and help them with their
adaptation to learning online.
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Similarly, MSHE adjunct faculty members who participated in the on-site events
describe the encouragement they received to keep asking for help wherever they needed
it, even right there at the event. Several availed themselves of these opportunities, and
spent a few minutes with support staff, sharing a computer screen and picking up a new
technique in the moments between scheduled events. The ready access to support that is
evident from observations of Open House sessions, transcript documents, archive audio
files, and faculty interviews all underscore the centrality of this theme to the overall
success of the MSHE program implementation that respondents have reported.
What the Faculty Do
Perhaps the strongest indications of this consensus lie in what the faculty
members actually do in demonstrating their commitment to the program’s success.
Although the researcher recognizes that the unique content of the MSHE program may
account for high faculty participation in its administrative events like the Open House
promotion sessions, there is evidence from the literature to suggest that faculty who resist
a similar strategic change will avoid participating in similar events (Birnbaum, 2000;
Eckel, 2000; Adams, 2002).
However, whether they attributed their willingness to participate to their strong
relationship with Dr. B or to their own sense of pride in the program, all adjunct MSHE
faculty members reported that their voluntary participation in the Open House sessions
also served as a way to strengthen their connection to the current and incoming students,
as well as to each other and to the institution. All MSHE adjunct instructors have
attended or logged in remotely to at least one, and in some cases, two or three, Open
House events. Interestingly, in spite of the strong support and favorable attitudes that all
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MSHE adjunct faculty expressed about the online nature of the program, they all
expressed a desire to attend optional meetings on campus to “connect” with the people
and the programs in person as well. They were not paid to attend these events, although
travel expenses were covered by a small budget Dr. B secured specifically for this
purpose. Even she expressed surprise that all of the adjunct MSHE faculty attended
several optional sessions, but she secured additional funding to continue encouraging
their participation on campus. “I think it’s important that they meet incoming students,
and their current students have been connecting to the sessions via the online screens, or
coming in when they can. I think that’s great.”
All adjunct MSHE faculty members assisted Dr. B in planning curriculum, using
templates she distributed. The adjunct instructors had full discretion in sequencing topics,
suggesting readings, and planning lessons that suited their own mastery of and approach
to their subject they were hired to teach. For their part, the full-time teacher education
faculty members at the School of Education all participate in curriculum design and
course planning as part of their assigned roles as professors in their own academic
programs. However, they do not have similar opportunities to participate in these hybrid
on-site:online Open House events because they simply do not exist for the current
Education programs. Some faculty members did report attending Open House and
recruitment events when new certificates for their own subjects were launched, but those
occurred prior to the advent of technologies that made online participation possible.
When asked whether they would be willing to support similar events should they be
offered in the future, the full-time faculty thought the possibility was unlikely, because
XeL was not involved in their programs, and they perceived these special events to be
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XeL’s responsibility. Basically, the full time Education faculty members concur in their
support of the MSHE program as one of several growth-oriented initiatives in their
School, but their participation in the MSHE program does not extend beyond their initial
approval of the program as a new part of the department. They focus for the most part on
the degree programs that preceded the MSHE, but are always willing to offer
encouraging recommendations about the program to anyone who inquires about it.
In summary, what the faculty members do to support the program demonstrates
that their actions are aligned with their conversations about the MSHE online. While their
tendency to attend face-to-face events may suggest some dissonance between strong
support of completely online teaching and strong support of making connections with
colleagues, students, and the institution in person, those who were unable to attend an
Open House in person still logged on from their desktops at home. In addition, the
adjunct MSHE faculty members also reported spending a great deal of time responding to
student emails that arrived during the course of their workdays as administrators. These
actions further support their commitment to online teaching and learning, specifically for
the MSHE program.
What the Administrators Say
University X established XeL as a for-profit subsidiary, intending for “the
Company” to co-exist within the context of its parent non-profit organization, “the
University.” Interviewees and observation subjects consistently referred to each entity in
precisely those terms, strengthened by the clear communications contained in both the
university’s and XeL’s web sites, their brochures and pamphlets, and the multimedia
programs aired on regional broadcasts, then archived for later retrieval on both web sites.
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Both documents and interviews confirmed that the ‘‘saga” (Clark, 1972) of XeL has
contributed to these clear communications, and consequently, to strong sensemaking
about how the organizations function together to make programs like the MSHE a
success.
In 2000, “the Company” literally began in a garage, in keeping with the “.com
start-up” trend at the time. The University allocated office spaces above its campus motor
pool and parking facility for XeL to begin its operations on a shoestring budget. Within
the first two years, after raising enough revenue in increased online enrollments to meet
its own expenses and to return a sizeable profit to its partnering academic departments,
XeL relocated to a high-rise office building that houses the Continuing and Adult
Education unit of the University, where XeL continues to operate today. Approaching the
building from the street, visitors encounter a security guard station in the lobby, complete
with video monitors of the parking lots and various office suites throughout the building,
a decidedly different atmosphere than that of the School of Education. The carpet is new
and darkly colored, setting off shaip contrasts to the light paint and bright lights
throughout the professional-looking office building. The glass doors separating XeL’s
suite of offices on the 3rd floor are also locked, requiring staff to admit visitors by using a
high-tech swipe card.
To further reinforce its status as a for-profit company co-existing within the
context of a non-profit organization, XeL has a very specific mission all its own:
The Company (XeL):
Bringing talent and experience in Internet and multimedia technologies, online
instructional design, marketing and sales, program administration, account
management, finance and technical operations, [XeL] is dedicated to helping
working adults pursue their higher education dreams, and assists corporations in
offering cost-effective education programs to their employees. In fact, it is our
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technological background, commitment to quality higher education, and
understanding of the corporate environment that differentiates us from other
providers of online education.
The University:
To serve its students and society through comprehensive, integrated academic
offerings enhanced by technology, cooperative education and clinical practice in
an urban setting.
Just as the physical location of the XeL offices co-exists within the context of the
University, so does this mission, as interviews with administrators from the School of
Education, Instructional Technology, and XeL confirmed. Senior administrators in
academics, marketing, and technology all expressed a clear awareness of how both
mission statements differed, yet complemented one another. The University’s statement
provides the larger context within which XeL operates in service, bringing specific skills
to a particular audience. According to the XeL Vice President of Academics:
My master’s degree is in higher education and my doctoral degree is in higher
education. I've been an academic administrator, a student affairs administrator, a
faculty member, and I’ve held or worked with most of the administrative roles in
higher education... small institutions, large institutions, public and private, over
the past 25 years... but the idea of working for a small for-profit within a large
private university was intriguing to me...The goal for the School of Education [in
launching MSHE] was higher enrollment.. .our goal is to work closely with the
program directors to let the world know in the most cost-effective way that this
program exists and try to convince people who are looking for a program in A. B,
or C that we have a very good A, B and C program.
Members of the administration from both the University and the for-profit
Company also agreed that there were several factors accounting for their strong
awareness of how the organizations should co-exist:
•

Clear communication from the University President, articulating and clarifying
the relationship between the two entities;
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•

Structural differences between the “silos” of each organization: XeL maintains its
own salary scale, separate from the University’s grades and ranks; XeL
employees do not receive tuition remission or other benefits that resemble those
enjoyed by University employees;

•

Tight integration of the public “packaging” of both the non-profit school and the
for-profit subsidiary. Marketing administrators from both the School of Education
and from XeL pointed out the similarities and seamless hyperlinks between the
web sites of both organizations to reinforce the relationship articulated by the
President (whose archived audio messages are also available from both web sites).
In addition to maintaining comprehensive and constantly updated web sites, the

School of Education and the staff at XeL collaborate to create and send press releases,
print advertising campaigns, hybrid Open Houses, podcasts and traditional (television and
radio) informational programs, and a staggering number of email messages dedicated to
this program. The documents in Appendix F provide just a small sampling of the routine
communications to a prospective student that the School and XeL produced between
January and May, 2006. The individual email messages are generated in response to a
prospective student who registers for any Virtual Open House event, whether online or
in-person. According to the XeL method for active recruiting, the registrant then receives
two personal telephone calls from the XeL counselors, whose role it is to follow-up with
all “leads” for the program and answer questions, assist with application preparation, and
deliver as many qualified application packages to the School as possible. Clearly, the
active campaign that XeL orchestrates assists the School of Education administrators in
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preparing the candidates before they apply. As the Admissions Counselor for the School
of Education observed:
The applicants who come to the MSHE program have far fewer questions than the
ones who don’t pass through XeL first. The people at XeL reach out to the
students before they apply and answer all their questions. They always have all
their transcripts already done, their letters, you name it, everything. I wish all of
our programs had a partnership with XeL - it sure would make my job easier!
During their interviews in fact, several administrators discussed the importance of
these ongoing communications to the success of the MSHE program, as one Vice
President of Marketing at XeL noted:
We engage the prospective student in a conversation about whether this program
is the best one to help them achieve their professional and educational goals. This
is a big decision, and we recognize how much thought and consideration should
go into it, so our staff members all reach out in a consistent way to touch the
applicant as much as possible. We offer guidance and encouragement because our
goal is to deliver a completed, eligible applicant to the School.
Likewise, a Director of Instructional Resources and Technology who provides
techno-pedagogical support to all faculty members at the University also commented
that:
The way I understand it, those guys [XeL] do a great job of getting the students to
hear about this program and the School. Sure, everyone in this area has heard of
University X, we’re very highly ranked. But how many people think of us for
online programs? It’s their job at XeL to make sure that when people think of
online programs, they think of University X.
Based on the strong, clear, and consistent communications that are sent by
administrators at University X, its School of Education, and its wholly-owned, for-profit
subsidiary, XeL, there is a positive impact on the relationships between these entities,
which seems to result in a positive opinion of the MSHE program by all of its
administrative stakeholders. Not only do the full time Education faculty members express
familiarity with the relationships between each entity, but the administrators express even
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stronger degrees of understanding about their missions and how they relate to one
another.
What Administrators Say about the Benefits of the MSHE Program Online: Just as
the faculty cited strong support as one factor contributing to their motivation to teach for
the MSHE program, administrators pointed out that Dr. B's willingness to ‘'go the extra
mile” for students was an equally strong benefit to the online teaching and learning
experience. Administrators also commented on the flexibility and convenience of online
programs, adding a dimension not mentioned by the faculty:
For us, the constraints of the physical campus are not an issue. For example,
we’re planning another Open House event tomorrow, and the forecast calls for a
blizzard. Are we formulating a cancellation plan for this event, as we must for the
on-ground programs right now? Not at all. Will we lose our momentum with the
candidates who have signed up? No way. We’ve been planning to offer this Open
House both on-ground and online for months. The weather is not an obstacle for
us, so we won't lose marketing money on an event that has to be rescheduled. It's
like that for classes, too: an obvious advantage.
While this aspect of flexibility departs in emphasis from the faculty conversations
about flexibility in the MSHE program, the spirit of the themes between both groups are
very similar. For most administrators other than Dr. B, the MSHE is only one of several
programs they manage in their daily workloads, so they are able to compare their
accomplishments and challenges with the program to similar types of changes they’ve
undergone in their other programs. For example, a Marketing Executive dedicated to the
School of Education commented that:
This program is easy to market in some ways because it is so focused for a
particular audience. I collaborate with the people at XeL to select print ads, but
they are much more attentive to the online channels. They have the listservs and
the banner ads. For me, the biggest challenge is distinguishing our program from
all the other ones that come up in the search, like Phoenix or Capella or Fielding.
In other programs, that’s easy: I can say we have a long-standing reputation in
Science Education or in ESL. But this program is new, and it’s only online. So
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I'm working with the people at XeL to learn how to do that, because it’s also very
important to them.
When asked what they’ve heard their colleagues on the full time faculty say about
this program, most administrators who participated in this study explain that they don’t
engage in regular conversations with the full time faculty members, in spite of their
offices being located in the same corridor. In addition, noted the Admissions
administrator dedicated to the School of Education, “the MSHE faculty are only here
when we have a special event. Most of them live far away, so we don’t get much of a
chance to talk to them. But when they do get here, they spend most of their time with the
students who come out to the Open House events, which is great to see for me.”
Instead, the School of Education administrators noted that they hear about faculty
impact through students. According to these administrators, students who contact their
administrative offices for tuition or financial inquiries, technical support, or other
university business matters end up routinely complimenting the high quality of the
adjunct MSHE faculty as motivational to their continued participation. During interviews
and observations, the School of Education Marketing administrator discussed the high
quality of faculty engagement on the “very active discussion boards, including deep
questions that require a lot of rigor from both, faculty and students.” All agreed that
faculty engagement and dedication to constant online communication have contributed to
the success of the MSHE program to date. As one XeL Vice President of Marketing
explained:
With new programs, it’s all a matter of getting your name out there, making
yourself known for something. My money’s on making sure everyone knows that
University X’s MSHE program has the best faculty, who provide the best
education, and do the best job staying in touch with students of anyone else out
there, bar none. I’ve been around distance learning for quite a while, and if you
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don’t have that, it’s death. Students call in with horror stories from previous
schools where the faculty member never logged in or answered them, so they are
hesitating to try online again. Luckily, all the feedback so far has been positive for
our online Education faculty.
Likewise, an Admissions administrator who works in the School of Education
commented that “.. .if you’ve got good faculty, you’ve got a good program. They’re at
the heart of it.” This point underscores the importance of the role of the faculty in the
MSHE program at University X.
What Administrators Say about the Facult}' Role: Even as they agree with faculty

members on this point, however, administrators also discussed some differences in their
perceptions of the faculty at University X overall. Administrators were careful not to
specifically attribute these points to MSHE adjunct faculty; in fact, several interviewees
took pains to point out that the MSHE adjunct faculty members are mostly higher
education administrators by definition. However, the way administrators perceive the
institution and the way they portray their beliefs about faculty perceptions are in stark
contrast to one another. For example, as the XeL Vice President for Academics stated:
Make no mistake about it, this is a business, not just XeL but the University itself
is a business. Faculty traditionally don’t like to think of themselves as working for
a business, that stuff is just someone else’s responsibility. Well, if you’re Harvard,
you can afford to do that, but when you’re at a tuition-dependent school like ours,
you can’t afford not to act like a business, everyone has to do that.
In keeping with this sentiment, an administrator from the School of Education
discussed one key difference between the curriculum of the MSHE program and the
curricula of its competitors. This difference may contribute to explaining the high degrees
of similarity between what faculty and administrators say about the MSHE program:
We teach an actual course that is focused on Customer Service. The notion that
students are customers of the university is by no means new. But how are
administrators supposed to learn that if not from their own education and training
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programs? This program teaches that, and that is one important way that we're
different.
In summary, there were many similarities between what the faculty and
administrators said about online education at University X. Both noted that the program
was successful because of strong alignment of mission and clear communications, strong,
centralized support to the faculty members; and the important role that dedicated faculty
members play in the success of an online program. In spite of its large size, fairly
complex structure, interrelationships of unlike entities, and geographically dispersed
faculty members. University X and its stakeholders seem to be quite literally “on the
same page" about several aspects of their MSHE program, its place in the overall strategy
of the organization, and their own roles in ensuring the success of this program.
What Administrators Say about Support: Similar to their counterparts on the full¬

time and adjunct faculty, administrators express agreement about the importance of
faculty support to the success of the MSHE program. In this case, a director’s or singlepoint-of-contact’s role in building and sustaining the MSHE program was recognized by
administrators as well as by faculty. Like their counterparts on the faculty, the
administrators at all three entities within University X agreed that Dr. B has played a
significant role in the growth and development of the MSHE program:
She came here just last summer with this program and has done a yeoman’s job in
getting it off the ground and getting the word out. She started with about 30
students already, and didn’t have the benefit of a long ramp-up window. Buying a
tv or even a computer is a relatively quick purchase, but getting someone to sign
up for a degree program requires a longer decision time, and [Dr. B] was able to
get people through it very quickly, with very little help from us.
University X engages in a variety of approaches to supporting its other online
programs. As the Academic Director at XeL pointed out:
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When I came here, distance learning was already going on, had been since 1996.
But it was part of a program here, a course there, another certificate here; there
were efforts everywhere, all over the place. And nobody was marketing the
things; they w'ere doing what deans, directors and faculty at a University X do:
their own thing. They were going in all sorts of directions, and as a result, the
University lacked a brand or unified understanding of what every online program
shared in common.
Several administrative interviewees echoed sentiments the faculty expressed
about the importance of Dr. B as the program’s “champion,” the person who singlehandedly “researched it, designed it, recruits for it, teaches in it, and supports it.” This
approach to centralizing faculty support sets the MSHE program apart from its
counterpart academic programs in the School of Education, as well as from many of the
online programs for which XeL provides marketing and instructional design support. The
“program champion” approach allows faculty, administrators, support staff, and students
to have a single point-of-contact who can obtain information from multiple stakeholders
and act upon it from the vantage point of someone who “sees a situation from all sides”
as one School of Education administrator put it.
For the MSHE program, Dr. B embodies this approach to supporting the program.
As the faculty perceived it, this approach provided them with a consistently supportive
administrator who, if she couldn’t help them herself with whatever needs they expressed,
could immediately refer them to someone else who could. Administrators perceive this
approach from a similar support perspective, as one Program Coordinator from XeL
pointed out:
We knew early on that we might not have enough students to form a cohort in all
the areas of concentration, so we had a meeting with Dr. B right away. She was
open to the options, and it didn’t take long to agree that limiting the
concentrations up front would be the best way to go. She is entrepreneurial, so she
was right there with being flexible.
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Another administrator from the School of Education expressed similar sentiments
about Dr. B’s strong connections to the students, saying “she knows all of them on a firstname basis, and did before they even took the class she is teaching.” This commitment to
developing strong relationships with the students and creating rich-media online
environments for their benefit was also observed in the Open House events, where Dr. B
discussed some of the positive student experiences she had already shared. Her
familiarity with their experiences demonstrated how much value she places on constant
interaction with the students, and providing them with as much support as she lends to the
adjunct faculty members. The Network administrator at the School of Education said that
Dr. B “answers almost as many technical questions as I do - and I’m an IT
administrator!”
What the Administrators Do
Similar to the adjunct MSHE faculty members, administrators demonstrate their
commitment to the success of the MSHE program by their own actions. Whether it is
attending an Open House, sending countless email recruiting and student support
messages, or participating in meetings and calls between XeL and the School of
Education, administrators who participated in this study all reported dedicating a
significant number of hours in their workweeks to support the growth of the MSHE
program in particular. IT Administrators from the IRT Center noted that their department
is expected to offer instructional design support to faculty across the entire university, but
that they tend not to be approached by faculty who are already receiving XeL support. In
the case of the MSHE program, though, this tendency has not prevailed. Rather, to secure
additional resources that support the faculty and student experience, Dr. B has
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collaborated with Dr. E of the IRT to create an extensive student resource community in
WebCT, even as the XeL classes are hosted on the Blackboard system. Dr. B and Dr. E
have collaborated to make the links between the two systems seamless for faculty and
students.
An instructional designer trained to assist faculty members in redesigning their
courses to be taught online or as hybrid delivery formats. Dr. E explains that:
The bottom line for me is not that it can be done asynchronously and free up your
schedule, but that it can better. It can be a better learning and teaching experience
if it’s done properly. If the educators themselves have been through an online
program because they successfully went through the MSHE. they will be better
online educators...I have seen research that says simply because educators
participate in online education, it will make them better instructors, period. I
believe that, which is why I work hard to support this program. It allows for
higher quality graduates who will lead online learning at their own colleges.
As Dr. E reports, his own motivation to collaborate with Dr. B on creating the MSHE
Student Community online are based on his strong belief that the graduates of this
program will, in turn, become proponents of online education by virtue of their positive
experience as learners. The type of support that Dr. E is designing with Dr. B allows the
students to access thousands of subject-specific articles, studies, and other resources that
they might otherwise have to research from the library home page, all within a few wellorganized clicks. Likewise, all the archived podcast recordings from every class, and
from campus-based Visiting Lecture events are also available via this site. The amount of
technological support that these rich resources require is significant, yet Dr. E of the IRT
group reports that he and his senior supervisors all recognize that the investment in the
MSHE program is worthwhile.
In summary, administrators initiated this program, from Director L to nowAssistant Professor B. to the entire administrative leadership team at XeL. Their rhetoric
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and behavior support it thoroughly because of the benefits the MSHE program brings to
their institution, particularly in the financial advantages to the bottom line, thanks to the
new group of students the program is able to reach.
Analysis: Seven Factors that Influenced Discourse and Behavior at University X
This case reveals several important findings about the influences of seven factors
on discourse and behaviors pertaining to the online MSHE program: 1) alignment of
individual narratives and goals of the online MSHE program, 2) faculty rank, status and
career stage, 3) membership in managerial/administrator or faculty culture, particularly
where the entirely adjunct MSHE faculty describe themselves as primarily administrators
in their “day jobs” but their roles in this online program are faculty-based, 4) extent of
collaboration with adjunct and full time faculty during development of the online MSHE
program as an administrator-led initiative, 5) academic discipline, 6) faculty perceptions
of administrative support provided by the School of Education and the XeL partnership,
and 7) institutional type.
Alignment of Individual Narrative to Online Program Goals: The full-time

faculty members who selected a new Director of the School of Education were already
experimenting with online classes while conducting their search, so these faculty
members were already inclined to be receptive to online growth. Furthermore, these full¬
time faculty members understood that collaborating with XeL would result in shared
revenues for their own programs. In selecting Dr. L, these faculty members were
demonstrating their personal alignment of the vision that Dr. L relayed to them while he
was a candidate. He expressed a strong desire to see University X live up to its
technological leadership role, and based on his previous experiences in leading similar

189

initiatives at his prior institution, his own personal and professional narrative aligned
perfectly with the creation of a new online program. For Dr. L, the online MSHE
program was consistent with the value that he had already placed on these types of
programs in the past - part of the way that his narrative had shaped meaning for
expansion in his previous leadership role, and thus a natural way to pursue expansion at
University X.
Dr. L approached this new challenge with a thoroughly researched needs-analysis,
a component of program development that had recently been refined by the then-newly
established XeL company residing within University X. For her part, Dr. B approached
her consultancy at University X in much the same way as she had the other institutions to
whom she consulted during the ten years after earning her doctorate in higher education:
she considered the goals of the University, the goals of the School, and the capacity to
meet those goals. In her analysis, Dr. B discovered that the University had sufficient
capacity in its XeL unit, but that the School lacked instructional capacity to meet the
goals of the new program. As a result, Dr. B recommended the strategy of recruiting
“contingent” experts to meet these goals (Leslie, 2006).
Because many of the adjunct faculty members Dr. B recruited serve as
administrators for institutions located more than a day’s commute from University X,
their motivation to teach in an online program aligns perfectly with their own situations.
As several of the adjunct faculty members explained, teaching for their own institutions is
often a logistical challenge, given the unpredictable nature of their administrative
deadlines, special projects, and the highly-structured demands of a traditional, classroombased course. For these adjunct faculty members of the MSHE program, the alignment of
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such a teaching opportunity to their own personal and professional needs is perfect. As
Dr. B explains, her strategy to provide these professionals with an opportunity while
meeting the capacity needs she perceived at University X aligns perfectly with her own
previous experiences as a consultant, charged with determining the most efficient and
effective means for achieving multiple goals with spare resources.
Similarly, the administrators at XeL discussed their own perspectives about the
nature of a private, tuition-dependent research university: that program growth must be
conducted with as little risk and as much enrollment growth per dollar invested as
possible. As a result, their participation in the planning for the MSHE program also bore
a strong influence on how it was developed. During the very earliest phases of course
development and program planning, Dr. B, Dr. L, and the XeL administrators became
aware that there was more potential participation from online-only students than there
was from the hybrid or weekends-and-online students. As a result, rather than the cliche
approach at many research universities of'‘let a thousand flowers bloom,” the MSHE
program launched only in the format that promised the maximum enrollment growth
potential. Consequently, the strong support that the administrators at XeL are able to
provide to the online MSHE program is focused exclusively on that delivery method,
rather than divided between what might have been an under-enrolled or struggling hybrid
format and what has become one of the leading online higher education degree programs
in the northeast region. In this regal'd, the view that XeL administrators have of their own
mission, as well as of their roles in service to growth of the University's “bottom line,”
were strongly aligned with the goals of the School, as well as the MSHE program.
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In fluence of Faculty' Rank, Status and Career Stage: Between the full-time

teacher education and the adjunct MSHE faculty, there was very little interaction about
the MSHE program. Although “cosmopolitan” in their research and federal grant writing
responsibilities, the full-time teacher education faculty members demonstrated some
aspects of what Gouldner describes as “dedicated local” (1958) roles for the School,
while the adjunct MSHE faculty members aligned more closely with Finkelstein’s
“disaggregated” contingent workforce (2003). However, because these adjuncts are
drawn from administrator roles in their “day jobs,” they are perfectly content with this
narrowly focused set of teaching-only responsibilities.
In addition, the career stages of most MSHE adjunct faculty members were
novice faculty (some were teaching online for the first time, others had taught as adjuncts
for their own institutions while serving as administrators-by-day) while the career stages
of the participating full-time teacher education faculty were assistant and associate level
professors with several decades of commitment to teaching for the School of Education.
The full-time faculty did acknowledge the expertise and appropriateness of the adjunct
MSHE faculty members to teach in this new program, but did not describe any
interaction between their own peer group and this new group of faculty members. These
factors also impacted the tendency of either group to focus on the School in the case of
the tenured faculty, or on the University in the case of the adjunct faculty members.
In summary, the adjunct faculty members of the MSHE program were focused
almost entirely on teaching their classes, while the tenured or tenure-track School of
Education faculty were focused more broadly on their set of programs, the School overall
and its place within the University, and how their own research contributed to the field.
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The administrators at University X were focused much more internationally on the
strategic and competitive position of the MSHE program, the School, the XeL operation,
and the University itself.
This case includes both a small sample of participants who occupy the traditional
“local” faculty role and view it as such even as their research is more properly considered
“cosmopolitan” to the field of education itself, as well as an unusually large sample of
adjunct faculty who cross roles between “contingent” adjunct faculty roles online, and
full-time administrators in their “day jobs.” These professionals might not otherwise have
any opportunities to teach, given the practical constraints of their full time careers. Those
who actually do serve as administrators at University X, however, shared some
predictable similarities in the way they and the adjunct/administrators perceived the
MSHE faculty role: as vital to the success of the program. Administrators at University X
also revealed slight differences between their perceptions and those of the full-time
faculty members with regard to speed of activity, specifically formulating new programs
and curricula.
The adjunct faculty members represent a “crossover” of cultures between
primarily administrative beliefs, values, and behaviors and secondarily teaching and
learning beliefs, values and behaviors. Their observations about the value of teaching
online tended to focus on the increased access they had to students' thoughts, ideas, and
deeper understandings, when compared to their experiences as evening adjunct
instructors whose access to students had previously been confined to the once-weekly
meetings constrained by that format. The administrator-adjunct faculty clearly identified
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the advantages they saw in online delivery over traditional delivery, and this is consistent
with previous findings (Berge, 2000; Twigg, 2003).
The Influence of Membership in Academic Cultures: With the exception of the

now-Assistant Professor/Director of the MSHE program, all of the faculty members who
teach MSHE courses online are employed as full-time administrators for other
institutions or for governmental organizations related to higher education. Nonetheless,
full time faculty who were not involved in the MSHE program remain supportive of it
because it adds both resources and prestige to their school, benefits these faculty
members perceive and appreciate as members of the collegial faculty culture.
The Dynamic Role of Technology and Incentives between XeL & the School of
Education: Beginning with the institution’s origins as a technical arts center in the 19

tVt

century and persisting to the establishment of a for-profit subsidiary XeL corporation, the
role of technology at University X has clearly laid the fertile ground on which the School
of Education decided to build the online MSHE program. By establishing the XeL
“Company,” the President of University X sent clear messages to the entire institution:
online programs are a revenue-sharing opportunity for those schools and colleges who
can collaborate with this new model.
Therefore, perhaps more importantly than its technological contributions, XeL
was also designed to offer administrative incentives to the departments willing to
establish new online programs in collaboration with the company. Demonstrating its
entrepreneurial spirit in a climate of resource dependency (Slaughter and Leslie, 1997),
the leaders and faculty members of University X's School of Education accepted the
President’s offer with enthusiasm. The tuition revenues from all academic programs
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across the University would normally go directly into the general operating fund, from
which all departments then vie for a share of operating expenses. However, those who
cooperate with the XeL group are guaranteed a direct share of their tuition revenues to
their sponsoring department. This financial arrangement has resulted not only in
increased motivation for departments to cooperate with XeL to create new programs, but
also in increased retention efforts on the part of the faculty members to continue growing
the programs. In addition, it has resulted in XeL’s ability to surpass its financial goals of
‘‘break even” between revenue shares and its own expenses, achieving profit margins
above what were expected in its first few years of operation at the University.
Interestingly, full-time faculty members in the School of Education described this
revenue-sharing relationship as an important incentive for their support of the new online
MSHE program, but the terms they used included “incubating” and “nurturing” which
conveyed their notion of contributing to the growth of this new program by offering their
input, or what they invested in the program. By contrast, administrators from XeL and the
School referred to the arrangement as “the split” and “the revenues” and “profit sharing”
which conveyed their notion of what the faculty members took out of the new program.
Influence of Collaboration during the Development of the MSHE Program: The

dynamic relationship between the School and XeL extends beyond technology and
revenue-sharing, however, largely through the strong spirit of collaboration that is
evident in their written, spoken, and behavioral interactions with one another. In email
messages and memos, meetings, and interviews between the two entities, the
overwhelming tendency of members from both departments to refer to each other in
positive terms is particularly noteworthy. For example, when administrators from XeL
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talk about their interactions with adjunct MSHE faculty members, they do so with
reference to the dedication and enthusiasm they hear about from the students. As one
XeL recruiting administrator noted in particular,
Students call in with hard questions like will [online faculty] even bother to
answer their email. That’s a shame that it’s out there like that. But I’m always
sure, with this group especially, that I can say these professors not only answer
their email, sometimes they will surprise you and send stuff at you from their own
jobs [in higher education]. That impresses students and I couldn’t say it if it
weren’t for these faculty members being that good.
At a complex university where departments separated by physical distance (in this
case, several city blocks) tend to collaborate less with one another, the philosophical
proximity (entrepreneurial and collaborative spirit) in this case seems to more than bridge
that physical distance that would otherwise exist between adjunct faculty members
located far away from the campus. Similarly, these adjunct faculty members express the
same level of reciprocity in their praise of the people who offer them support in their
online teaching. These adjunct faculty members, however, collaborated first with Dr. B
for the creation of their new online courses.
Although the Dr. L and the XeL administrators made key decisions about delivery
mode format as the MSHE program developed, the strongest influence on its content was
its primary author and architect. Dr. B. Her previous experiences had prepared her
perfectly for the task she would undertake in constructing the curriculum outline for this
program, in attracting faculty-authors for each course, and in recruiting the faculty who
would not only teach the courses online, but also those who would participate as guest
lecturers or as resources to the program participants. After having earned her own degree
in Higher Education Leadership, and having authored a dissertation and ongoing studies

196

about distance learning, Dr. B was in a perfect position to shape the online MSHE
program into a successful initiative for the School of Education.
Additionally, although the full-time faculty members at the School of Education
v

did not express any interest in participating in teaching courses for the online MSHE
program, they likewise did not express any resistance or resentment towards growing a
new program that would engage specialists from each subject area on adjunct faculty
appointments. Rather, the experience that these faculty members had already encountered
with their own program Fellows and adjuncts had disposed them to the notion that
eventually, appointments of these types could be converted to full time lines, as
enrollment growth and program success became evident. As a result, the full-time faculty
members in the School of Education encouraged Dr. B to recruit qualified faculty to
serve this program as adjunct instructors. Like Dr. B, many of these professionals have
earned their own doctoral degrees in higher education or in areas of public policy, law, or
human services that apply specifically to the higher education environment. Thus, the
development of this program was successful at University X because of its administratorled nature and faculty support.
The Influence of Academic Discipline: The evolution of the MSHE program from

the School of Education is another arena for identifying differences between what faculty
and administrators say and do about this program. Most importantly, higher education
itself is a low-consensus, interdisciplinary field that brings several schools of thought to
bear on its curriculum, including psychology, sociology, and management, to name a
few. That formulation alone sets the stage for a broader latitude or tolerance for novel
ideas and approaches than one might find in more high-consensus, discipline-specific
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programs that are designed to prepare faculty members, such as graduate Biology or
Mathematics programs, for instance. In addition, the MSHE program is designed
specifically to prepare administrators, rather than faculty members, so the seamless
blending of cultures that appeared in this case was, in large measure, attributable to the
influence of this particularly interdisciplinary, professionally-focused program.
Furthermore, unlike School of Education programs that existed as classroombased curricula first and later developed online options, the MSHE was intended to have
an online deliver}7 (or hybrid low-residency deliver) from its inception. Rather than
emanating from a faculty committee, as prior teacher education programs had, the MSHE
program arose from a proposal that the Director commissioned from Dr. B, a then-expertconsultant in the field of online higher education. Dr. B was then hired on as an Assistant
Professor who collaborated with experts in their own respective administrative fields,
experts who were all located more than 50 miles away from University X. Because the
School of Education has long viewed itself as entrepreneurial with an emphasis on handson experiential learning in authentic settings, the genesis of the MSHE program was
completely in keeping with the School’s history. Full time faculty members in the School
of Education describe their current work load as completely full, between pursuing and
administering grant-funded projects, carrying as much of their regularly assigned
teaching load has not been reassigned as grant funds allow, and conducting the laborintensive field work of supervising teacher education candidates engaged in their student¬
teaching experiences. For these full-time faculty members accustomed to busy
professional lives that demand as much learning as teaching from them, the notion of
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developing innovative approaches to new programs was a welcome development at
University X.
Faculty Perceptions about Administrative Support for the MSHE Program: The

adjunct MSHE faculty members have recognized not only the strong leadership role that
Dr. B has played in supporting their endeavors to develop and teach online courses, but
also the support they receive from both the technical support staff at XeL and from those
residing within the School of Education, although to the adjunct faculty, these two
distinct staffs might as well be one and the same. Notably, the abundance of
technological resources at University X allows this institution to invest in what had
historically been two competing courseware management systems: WebCT and
Blackboard.
Where most institutions nationwide had previously chosen only one of the two
(both are priced by student headcount) University X had acquired licenses for both. The
full time Education faculty members expressed a preference for WebCT, where the
adjunct MSHE faculty members, by virtue of the additional support and collaboration of
their program with XeL, had only used Blackboard. However, the IRT unit within the
School of Education was, at the time of this study, developing a “virtual commons” for
the MSHE students and faculty in the WebCT environment, so that both faculty and
students of this innovative program could have experience with both systems.
The Influence of Institutional Type: As a complex, multi-faceted “multiversity”

(Birnbaum, 1988; Duderstadt, 2002) University X epitomizes the unique autonomy and
simultaneous interdependence that a particular School or College exhibits within the
larger institutional context of a university. For example, the tenured and tenure-track
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faculty members at the School of Education demonstrated the beliefs their cultural group
has been socialized to value: a new program that requires expertise outside our own
belongs in its own new “silo” or independent group of faculty members. Whereas the
Associate College faculty members demonstrated a more generalist approach to their
teaching for students on the lower division learning level, ready to pick up a marketing
class or a management class to complement their hospitality expertise; the University
faculty had a completely different solution to the problem of meeting instructional needs
on the graduate level.
In addition, the new MSHE program promised to bring additional financial
resources to the entire department. The University had made explicit its arrangements
with the entrepreneurially-focused XeL group, i.e. that any new program would share its
revenues with XeL and its sponsoring department, rather than have those go to the
University's general operating fund, as is the case with all other programs. The addition
of these funds directly to the department created a strong incentive for current faculty
members to accept the new program with each neutral or positive support. These
behaviors exemplify the complex university culture (Bergquist, 1992; Birnbaum, 1988)
of faculty members who have come to understand and operate within these complex
systems.
Although the complexity of these organizations can seem indecipherable to
newcomers, the adjunct faculty who teach the MSHE online courses were able to
articulate their views about the institution, their School, and their department in a
remarkably focused fashion. Most participants frequently attributed their strong
understanding of the University to the single-program “champion’* model that exists for
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the MSHE at University X, namely, Dr. B Although all faculty members benefit from
support that comes from departments like IRT, XeL, and School of Education IT, only
the full-time MSHE faculty can articulate the differences between these bodies, based on
faculty proximity to physical offices, and firsthand experience in contacting various
representatives. Interestingly, the full-time teacher education faculty members discussed
their tendency to access technical support primarily from their in-department IT staff or
from the neighboring IRT unit (located right downstairs from their offices). To reach a
School of Education IT administrator, full-time faculty members have only to walk down
the hallway on the second floor of their own building. To visit IRT, they have only to
walk downstairs. To interact with XeL, however, full-time faculty members would need
to leave their building and walk several city blocks to access the XeL facility. Also, full¬
time faculty members noted that their own programs are not currently supported by XeL,
so they do not interact with XeL administrators at all. Full-time faculty members clearly
identify the disparate aspects of their teaching roles that include curriculum design, as
separate from technological support, which is consistent with previously published
research (Bess, 1996; Trow, 1997; DeVries & Telia, 2000).
By contrast, adjunct MSHE faculty members receive a list of “help central”
contacts that Dr. B has compiled for them. The list is arranged alphabetically by type of
service (network connection, iPod, WebCT resources, Blackboard course access, etc.)
with the appropriate contact name, email address, and telephone number. The adjunct
MSHE faculty members tended to obtain technical support from all three support
structures without realizing who might have “caught their call,” whether the support
technician worked in the School of Education, downstairs at IRT, or down the street at
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XeL. To the adjunct MSHE faculty members, the separate physical and organizational
boundaries between these various support mechanisms is both irrelevant and invisible.
These "new faculty” members have a very different concept of their roles that is
restricted to planning their own curriculum within a pre-defined online format and
delivering that curriculum to students online (Duderstadt etal, 2002; Twigg, 2003; Ayers,
2004). Their full-time counterparts, however, recognize only too clearly all the
“invisible” lines between various departments and sub-cultures of the university. In
addition to their teaching roles at the University, these tenured or tenure-track
professionals are responsible to conduct research and to serve on committees,
participating in shared governance, so their interactions throughout the university are
always more nuanced, more comprehensive, and more complex than those interactions of
their adjunct MSHE counterparts.
Summary': What faculty and administrators say and do about the online MSHE

program at University X has been influenced by seven factors: alignment between how
individuals perceive themselves and the goals of the MSHE program; faculty rank, status
and career stage; membership of administrators and faculty into academic cultural
groups, further influenced by the dynamic role of XeL; the extent of faculty collaboration
during this administrator-led initiative; characteristics of the academic discipline of
education in particular; faculty perceptions of the importance administrators have placed
on providing both centralized and local technical support; and important aspects of the
doctoral, research extensive institutional type on the selection, creation and
implementation of the MSHE online program.

Baccalaureate College C: Small, Private Pioneers
Background of Baccalaureate College C: Founded as an independent private
women’s college in 1867, Baccalaureate College C is nestled into a suburban, park-like
setting in the midst of what is an otherwise industrial region of the northeast. The treelined, softly rolling hills of the campus surround both its historic, ivy-covered stone
buildings and its more modern brick-and-glass facilities. By day, approximately 500
young women of the traditional 18-22 year-old age bracket pursue classes in the liberal
arts, nursing, education and business, residing in the dormitory facilities on campus. In
the evenings and on weekends, approximately 1300 women and men of non-traditional
ages seek degree completion, graduate degrees, and professional certificate programs on
the campus of Baccalaureate College C. These students are referred to by the College as
its population of lifelong learners.
The College is known for its high-quality health and science programs, having
been among the first in its state to grant bachelor’s degrees to nursing students, and
having been the first women’s college in the nation to establish a genetic engineering
program on its campus. The low 11:1 faculty:student ratio is a point of pride for the
College, earning it accolades from peer schools and national rankings lists alike.
Baccalaureate College C is designated as a Baccalaureate Arts & Sciences, Very High
Undergraduate institution, according to the Carnegie 2005 classification system.
Like many independent colleges of its size, Baccalaureate College C has seen its
challenges throughout its century-and-a-half history. Recent challenges include increased
competition from neighboring schools, the transition from women-only to women-by-day
and co-ed-by-night-and-weekends enrollment, and the constant financial constraints
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placed on any small institution. The College refers to its 18-22-year old, female
population as its “traditional” students, and to its co-educational, transfer, and adult
population as its “lifelong learning” students. Although both populations may enroll in
the same courses in the evening, online, and on weekends, only the “traditional” women
students may take campus-based courses during the day.
A College in Mourning: During the time of this study, the College had just lost its
second-ever female president to a terminal illness, recently enough that much of the pain
of their loss was still palpable on campus. The grief of the community was evidenced in
tangible ways such as the rededication of a historic building to honor her name, as well as
full pages of the catalogs, brochures, and College web site dedicated “In Memoriam” to
her legacy. Her contributions to the College over the 18 years of her tenure as President
included increasing total enrollment from 700 to just under 1900 students, increasing the
endowment and annual giving at the College fourfold each, and adding three new
buildings to the campus landscape. She was, by all accounts, a tireless champion of
Baccalaureate College C in its quest to move forward into the new century by remaining
faithful to its historic commitment to women’s higher education while also expanding to
serve the needs of its modern students.
The Business Department and Online Programs Today: In the Business
department, current Chair A has recently assumed his responsibilities from Professor D,
the former Acting Chair and most senior faculty member in the department. Assistant
Professor O and half-time Assistant Professor B have each been with the department for
five years or less, and have recently been joined by former adjunct instructor W, who is
now Assistant Professor W and who teaches most of the online courses. Assistant
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Professor W also works with Adjunct instructor P, particularly to teach the online
courses. Four faculty members outside the Business department, Professor X in
Psychology, Professor Y in Special Education, and Professors Z and Q in Nursing, also
currently teach individual courses online. At the time of this study, they were just
beginning to work with Assistant Professor W on a college-wide committee to examine
outcome of online courses for the college.
Histo?y and Evolution of the Online Healthcare Management Certificate
(HCMC): The Healthcare Management Certificate program was originally created for

classroom delivery in the late 1990s, in response to the increased demand for skilled
managers who could supervise health care service providers in the region surrounding
Baccalaureate College C. Between the 1970s and the 1990s, as the factories and mills
closed down around the College, large healthcare and high-technology research parks
sprung up throughout the nearby counties. The College had granted health care degrees in
nursing and pre-medicine for decades, but the interdisciplinary fusion of business and
healthcare was a novel idea in the late 1990s. At that time, the first proposed courses in
Healthcare Management were completely traditional: designed to be offered in the
classroom, during the day and possibly evenings, for students of business or of health
sciences programs.
The courses were initially offered by adjunct members of the business faculty
who were drawn directly from the region’s most rapidly-growing healthcare systems.
Consequently, the costs for operating these courses were kept relatively low, and they
allowed the College to earn some tuition revenue that would have otherwise remained
untapped. As more medical research and direct providers moved into the region, the
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demand for these courses to be offered in alternative formats was increasing in proportion
to the small size of the program: for instance, classroom sections of the courses were
reaching the outer boundaries of about twenty students per section, so that a small
number, six or seven each term, were placed on waiting lists for the next semester. Given
the nature of shift work in many healthcare facilities, weekend and evening course
formats could only meet some of this demand for alternative formats, and for an
institution the size of Baccalaureate College C, turning away half-dozen enrollments each
semester was recognized as an important loss of a potential revenue opportunity.
However, Baccalaureate College C at that time employed only the barest
minimum of information technology staff members: a Director of IT who also worked on
the College's main information system, a database administrator, a network professional,
and a PC technician. This tiny staff was sufficient to handle the relatively modest number
of computers and systems that were on-site at Baccalaureate College C, but they were in
no position to begin offering online course hosting and support in addition to their core
responsibilities. The College lacked sufficient resources to adequately update its most
crucial student information system, let alone enter a license agreement for online course
hosting with a vendor such as WebCT, Blackboard, or eCollege.
In an effort to respond to the increased demand for alternative delivery of these
courses without drawing on already-limited financial resources, Professor J, then-chair of
the Business department, wrote a successful FIPSE grant to develop an online program in
Healthcare Management that would fund the College's first foray into this type of
learning. His grant allowed for the three-year expansion of the IT staff, as well as for the
initial outlay of up-front installation and licensing costs for online course hosting
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agreements. The grant was written to provide course conversion stipends so that faculty
could develop online versions of the original six Healthcare Management Certificate
courses, providing a completely online version of the entire HCM Certificate program.
In addition, the FIPSE included similar faculty funding to convert a few “standalone”
courses in Education, Psychology and Nursing.
The FIPSE proposal outlined the certificate program very specifically: the online
HCM Certificate would serve the needs of the incumbent health care worker population,
primarily women in nursing and medical assistant positions, who were seeking career
advancement into management positions, but whose schedules restricted their ability to
attend classes on campus. The online courses would be converted from existing courses
in healthcare management that already served the traditional Business majors as a popular
minor. The FIPSE grant also incorporated specific College objectives, including
experimentation with online courses in three other disciplines in order to solve specific
problems, such as lengthy waiting lists, the needs of nursing students working swing
shifts, and similar needs of education students seeking specialized courses for
certification. Faculty members from each of these academic areas also assisted in writing
the grant, contributing their expertise to the design and assessment of the single courses
they proposed.
With some additional collaboration from the then-director of IT, the FIPSE grant
was ultimately successful, allowing this still-tiny college to explore online learning and
expand its access to non-residential students outside the immediate geographic region of
the College. At the time, on-campus enrollment had only just passed the 1000-headcount
mark, including about 2/3 lifelong learners to 1/3 traditional students. While the
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enrollment was still small, the campus was also in the midst of a building and grounds
expansion to accommodate the additional lifelong learning students who primarily
attended classes on campus, in the evenings. The College faced formidable financial
challenges in their efforts to operate staff and facilities to serve both a day-population and
an evening-population. As a result, College leaders directed most spending during this
time period to expanding the facility and providing basic services to both populations of
students. Consequently, the prospect of acquiring all the technical equipment, personnel,
and expertise necessary to pilot an online learning initiative was only possible through
the FIPSE grant.
Outcomes of the FIPSE Grant: HCMC with Education, Nursing and Psychology
Courses: Initially, the Schools of Business, Education, Social Sciences and Nursing were
all involved in the discussions about developing online courses that took place in 19992000. During the next two years of the grant, only single courses in General Psychology,
Nursing Pharmacology, and Special Education Practicum were developed by
participating faculty members. These were the “experimental” aspect of the grant project,
yet all of those same original single courses are still offered online today. As originally
proposed in the grant, the only cohesive program to emerge from the FIPSE project
became the online Healthcare Management Certificate, a series of six courses,
development of which began at a modest pace. As faculty time and expertise were
available, the program evolved at a rate of approximately one new course developed per
semester over the course of several years.
During those years, the Business department continued to offer the traditional
classroom-based counterparts to the certificate courses in the evenings and on weekends.
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As a result, students enrolling during those years could experience a “hybrid” blend of
one traditional course in their first semester and perhaps one online course in their
second, as the initial online offerings were very infrequent: about one course per year. As
the online course development of all six original Healthcare Management certificate
courses progressed, students who wished to complete the track more quickly were
eventually able to take one online course and one traditional course in the classroom
during the same semester. Starting with Spring 2007, two online courses will be available
during Fall and Summer, and one online course will be available during each of two
summer semesters, allowing students who wish to complete the certificate in one
calendar year the opportunity to take all of their classes online. A full six years after the
successful FIPSE grant award, the goal of a completely online HCM Certificate program
has been realized at the College.
In summary, the successful FIPSE project allowed the College to achieve four
goals that it would not otherwise have had the luxury of pursuing, let alone achieving,
during this critical growth period between 1999 - 2006. First, the College was able to
acquire the most efficient online course technology for its institutional size from the
eCollege vendor. Although many colleges were purchasing, licensing, installing and
maintaining their own costly network systems on neighboring campuses around the
region, Baccalaureate College C directed its FIPSE funds towards the eCollege model
known as an ASP, or application service provider, where eCollege maintains the network
remotely, charging a predictable licensing fee and providing all maintenance, upgrades,
and problem-solving services in one comprehensive package. The initial funding from the
FIPSE grant provided Baccalaureate College C with the high start-up costs that often
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prevent small colleges from pursuing such a full-service contract. Second, the F1PSE
grant also funded the first three years' of salary for a new techno-pedagogical position
that has come to be widely known as an instructional designer. Instructional designers
understand not only traditional curriculum design, delivery and assessment, but also the
ever-increasing range of instructional tools available to enhance teaching and learning
across a wide variety of academic disciplines. Third, the FIPSE grant provided several
disciplines (Education, Psychology and Nursing) with the incentive funding to offer small
stipends to a few' of their faculty members who were interested in experimenting with
online delivery in selected courses that would benefit most from this transition. These
included a high-demand course with perennially long waiting lists, and those specialty
courses that attract nurses or teachers whose schedules constrain their ability to attend
traditional courses on campus. Fourth and most significant to this study, the FIPSE grant
provided the Business department faculty with funding for stipends to the entire
department as incentives to develop all six of the original courses required for its online
Healthcare Management Certificate. Although the College pays the same compensation
or acknowledges the same workload credit for online courses as it does for traditional
courses, both faculty and administrators who participated in the study agreed that the
FIPSE grant and its early champions provided the necessary resources and the occasion
for Baccalaureate College C to incorporate selective online programming into its strategic
plans for expansion.
Today, the standalone courses created with FIPSE funding to faculty in the
Education, Psychology and Nursing departments continue to solve the instructional
problems for which they were designed. In Education, licensed teachers who wish to
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pursue a Special Education certification must complete specific courses available at the
College in the evening. However, during their mandatory practicum experience in
working with mainstream/inclusion students, these practitioners must also engage in
reflections and discussions with their peers and instructor, all of whom manage different
schedules, from different school districts, on different academic calendars. As a result,
scheduling the mandatory practicum meetings had a history of logistical challenges for
the College and for its graduate students in Special Education. To address these
challenges, the faculty member in Education who participated in the original FIPSE grant
targeted this course for online development.
Similarly, the Nursing programs at the College require that upper-division
candidates engage in several semesters of field experience at local area hospitals,
physician’s offices, and community care facilities. During these semesters, the students
enrolled in field work frequently rotate through a series of facilities based on the needs of
the facilities and the populations they serve, rather than on a predictable schedule that the
College might request. Furthermore, each facility, particularly the hospitals, tend to
schedule these field-placed students on rotating day, night, or overnight shifts, again, as
the facility's needs dictate. As a result, the upper-division students who participate in
these placements cannot predict their availability for other courses required in their
programs, namely, Pharmacology. Consequently, Nursing faculty members who
participated in the original FIPSE grant opted to design Pharmacology in the online
delivery mode. Today, this course continues to serve the needs of these students. In
addition, Nursing department faculty have noted that students enrolled in lower-division
courses have also begun to take the online course because it simply allows them more
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flexibility in how they manage their time. According to Acting President P, the strategy
that faculty characterized as more flexible for students was also more efficient for the
College during its peak construction period:
The Nursing department did make use of the online classes when their numbers
grew so fast, too fast for us to keep up with space. So putting those high-demand
courses online solved two problems: it got that massive increase in students
through the program, and it kept them out of the space problem on campus while
we were building the health center on campus. Our nursing program is now the
biggest in our state. For a school of our size, that is amazing.
Finally, in the Psychology department, one of the highest-demand courses is the
General Psychology introductory course, which serves as a pre-requisite for many degree
programs at Baccalaureate College C. Education majors, Social Science majors, Nursing
majors, and many of the Liberal Arts majors all require this basic service course. As is
the case with similar courses at many colleges nationwide, demand frequently exceeds
scheduling capacity: competition for rooms with other classes, availability of faculty
members across all time slots, and students’ challenges in building schedules around their
part or full-time jobs all create a strong demand for an online version of this course. The
Psychology faculty member who participated in the original FIPSE grant continue to
offer several sections of General Psychology online, so that the department and the
College as a whole are extremely satisfied with the outcomes of this particular selection.
Similar to the successes that each of these departments experienced with a single
online course, the Business department also considers its Healthcare Management
Certificate program as a successful outcome of the FIPSE grant. The Business
department now offers at least one course per semester online, open to students from both
the traditional and the lifelong learner populations. Plans for the Spring 2007 and Fall
2007 include two online courses per semester. At the same time, the Business department
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continues to offer at least one additional classroom-based HCM Certificate course in the
evening or on weekends, including winter and summer sessions, so that students from
both populations who wish to do so can complete the certificate within one calendar year.
The recent addition of an elective Marketing course has also allowed students more
choices for customizing their online Healthcare Management Certificate towards
marketing or management. These courses serve dual-purposes: they allow online HCM
Certificate students a wider range of choices, and they serve the traditional degreeprogram students who face scheduling challenges similar to those described above for the
high-demand Psychology course.
Current enrollment in a typical online HCM Certificate course includes traditional
students who major in a healthcare profession such as nursing, or in a business major
such as management, and who opt to pursue the online certificate as a minor field of
study to complement their majors and expand their knowledge from one field to the
other. In addition, lifelong learning students (those co-ed or non-traditional students who
enroll in the College through the Office of Lifelong Learning) seek either the terminal
certificate as a credential for advancement, or they opt to balance an evening and
weekend degree completion schedule that includes either a healthcare or business major
with the Healthcare Management minor, much as their traditional counterparts seek.
Because students may move between the online and the on-site versions of the HCM
curriculum without any administrative hurdles, enrollment in both versions is fluid and
generally garners enough students for sections in each version to “make enrollment
minimums.”
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Today, enrollment in the online certificate courses varies between 10-20 students
per course. Ten is a minimum, and 20 has been a ''natural” cap, rather than an
institutionally imposed limit; enrollment has simply never gone above 20 students,
according to the participants in this study. The online HCM Certificate program does not
use a cohort approach, which is one factor that accounts for the large variance in class
sizes. The second factor is the multiple uses of some core courses to satisfy requirements
from different programs. For example, both the online and classroom-based versions of
the HCM Certificate program require that students take a Principles of Management
course, BUA 110. Because this course is also required for all business majors, many
traditional and lifelong-learning business students take it online for convenient
scheduling, but most degree-seeking students do not continue to pursue the entire HCM
Certificate track. Because several HCM online courses serve multiple groups of student
in and outside of the certificate program, it has been able to sustain periodic dips in
enrollment that have resulted from regional factors such as layoffs when a major
healthcare facility closes or experiences a merger.
Concurrent Evolution of the Business Department at Baccalaureate College C:

During the same six-year period that the online Certificate was developed from 1999 2005, the Business department itself underwent significant changes. Professor J, the
former department chair who originally championed online education and won the FIPSE
grant for the college, became terminally ill in 2003. He resigned the chair position and
returned to teaching-only until his death in early 2004. Simultaneously, several key
faculty members who were involved in the initial development of the original HCM
Certificate program also accepted positions elsewhere or retired from the department.
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Today, two key founding faculty members of the online HCM Certificate program
remain with the College, and both were able to participate in this study. At the time that
the program development began, Professor W was then an adjunct who stepped in to
replace a friend of hers, one of the faculty members who accepted a position elsewhere.
In an adjunct capacity, Professor W developed the first healthcare management course in
1999-2000.
In Fall 2006, the business department hired Professor W as a full-time Assistant
Professor to continue teaching one online course every semester, in addition to her three
courses per semester on campus load. According to her department colleagues and her
Chair, along with the Information Technology and the Lifelong Learning administrators
who participated in this study, Professor W is by far the strongest faculty member
involved in online teaching. As the Director of Lifelong Learning noted:
[Professor W] is terrific. When [online students] send an email, they want a
response within hours. You want answers, a lot of times when you’re ready to go
to sleep, you want the answers to those questions so you can go to sleep.
[Professor W] answers them.
However, she is the most junior among her colleagues in the department, having designed
and offered the majority of the online courses in her capacity as an adjunct faculty
member with the Business department from 1999 - 2006. Nevertheless, her previous
professional experiences in the healthcare management field as a senior hospital
administrator have prepared her for this unique faculty role at a primarily teachingoriented institution.
The only other department member who remains from the 1999-2000 inception of
program development is Professor D, an associate professor who has been with the
department since 1983. Professor D assisted in co-developing and teaching whenever he
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was needed, particularly during the times of transition. Professor D mentored and assisted
whomever held the department chair position between the death of Chair J and the arrival
of the current Chair A in Fall, 2005.
As the funding for the FIPSE grant ran out in 2003-2004, the College faced some
difficult decisions about the expenses associated with online learning. Although the
contract price for the eCollege software system was negotiated at extremely
advantageous rates for the College that allowed contract renewal within the IT spending
budget, the personnel costs associated with Mr. K's position in particular would have to
be added to the College’s expenses. Fortunately for the online initiatives in general and
for Mr. K in particular, the Director of IT at the time considered the budgetary challenge
in the larger context of College-wide information technology needs, including the media
department (responsible to handle overhead projectors, audio and video playback and
recording equipment, and the world language laboratory facility). By consolidating this
department and reassigning some of its positions from 12 to 9-month terms, the College
was able to retain the full support to online courses that it had established under the
FIPSE grant.
For faculty members like then-adjunct instructor W, the decision was a welcome
relief: Mr. K would continue to provide front-line technical support to the students, and to
provide the system administration that made teaching online possible. However, for other
faculty members, the change came too late and with too little communication to influence
their own participation. For W herself, the opportunity to continue teaching the online
courses as an adjunct remained available to her, and those courses remained as efficient
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and economical to the Business department as they had been established under the FIPSE
funding.
What the Faculty Say
The Few, the New, the Team The Business faculty today consists of only one

senior faculty member who has been with the department for more than the past six
years; the remaining four faculty members all hold Assistant Professorships, having been
appointed within the last two-four years, including the new department chair, Professor
A. The department is currently searching for one more Assistant Professor of Accounting
for Fall, 2007. According to Chair A,
The history of this department is interesting. [Business was] very stable and one
of biggest departments in the school up until about the mid-90s. When I came in
and looked back at the history, I found that the department was up to over 300
students around 1995-96. The chair at that time had been here for about 10 years
after a career in industry, but he retired. After that happened, the department
seemed like it had lost direction, going through several chairs in the 10 years that
followed - not one made it longer than 2 years, many were simply acting chairs.
So job one for me was to create some stability and I think we’ve done that. For
several years Professor D, our Economics professor and whomever the chair-dujour was kept the stability... In the past 18 months we’ve seen some good growth
and we’re excited with some good energy... We’re in the process of seeking
accreditation from ACBSP, mostly because we don’t have the critical mass for the
AACSB accreditation.
In his references to the “good energy” and “excitement” he senses in the
department. Chair A is not alone. His faculty members also share his sense of optimism
about the future, and commitment to collaboration in the present. As longtime Associate
Professor D pointed out
In twenty-three years. I’ve seen some dark days, but this group has energy, looks
bright. Chair A is excited and upbeat; he likes to plan... The plan for ACBSP is
good. That keeps us and even the students excited and it will help to attract even
more students, too. We lose some to other schools when they find out we don’t
have accreditation, so it’s important to us. We’re too small for the big one, but we
can pull together to do what we need to get this one that’s focused on teaching.
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Perhaps their small size as a department contributes to the faculty’s strong
collaborative sentiments as a unit. The Nursing department had been equal to the
Business department in both student and faculty size during the mid-90s; however,
changes in enrollment patterns and a concurrent period of instability for the Business
department both contributed to the reduction of Business majors and full time faculty.
Business faculty members and the Nursing professors who participated in this study both
remarked that the Business department has rallied back from what could have been a
devastating reduction in its size during the late-1990s. Business faculty in particular
commented on the camaraderie that has strengthened among the new Chair and faculty
members, each of whom has dedicated his or her energies to reviving the department and
restoring it to a size that they hope will once again equal the Nursing department.
Business faculty members also shared a notable number of similarities in their
interview statements about the mission of the College, as well as about the department
itself, signaling that sense-making among this group of colleagues is strong and shared.
For example, to a person, the faculty members in the Business Department all believe that
liberal arts colleges help to shape “good people” who are in turn, as their chair explained,
also “good business people.” Most faculty members mentioned the importance of
humanistic values, leadership skills and lifelong learning in all of their own classes, and
in the Business department’s approach to building curricula, to advising students, and to
recruiting and retaining faculty members. All three phrases appeal' in the mission
statement (emphasis added):
The mission of Baccalaureate College C, an independent women's college, is to
provide students with an excellent education that is grounded in the liberal arts
and informed by humanistic values.
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The curriculum is designed to enhance the development of critical thinking and
leadership skills, creative abilities, social awareness and technological literacy to
experiential and lifelong learning. The College’s curricular and co-curricular
programs empower students to be ethical, engaged, and responsible members of
their communities, to appreciate global diversity, and to provide stewardship for
the environment. A [Baccalaureate College C] education prepares students for
careers as well as professional and graduate studies.
Not surprisingly, faculty members in the Business department tended to connect
both their larger major programs of study and their online Healthcare Management
Certificate program to these three elements of the College mission, with a few additional
references to diversity, social responsibility and ethics as well. In their discussions about
how the online certificate program aligns to the mission of the college, faculty members
drew connections between the students’ experiences, the college’s philosophy, and the
certificate program’s emphasis on management and leadership. As newly-hired full-time
Professor W explained:
I’ve been teaching one course online as an adjunct since 1999...I’ve seen a lot of
students come through, and they are always very diverse. For example, good
clinical people, good people, tend to get promoted to management, but they were
promoted just because they were good people. They need leadership skills.. .[we]
are especially attuned to women in leadership. Also, as lifelong learners, they
realize how much knowledge is online with them. Their fellow students know
about things like how health insurance works, which is just not true in my
traditional classes with 18-22 year-olds who don’t know. Their diversity and place
in life helps them to be more well-rounded.
Chair A also concurs with his faculty members’ interpretation of the College
mission as it pertains to online classes in the HCM Certificate program. He explains
similar connections that he sees this way:
My philosophy is that a good person is also a good business person and being
well-rounded really helps. I think the overall mission of making good people and
well-rounded people who want to continue to learn for life does very well for
business. Maybe not in the traditional business school sense, but what will make
the difference in the business leaders of the future is that they will be good people
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who value learning and the traditions of the liberal arts that they learn here. So it’s
a good fit for success, and a good fit for our team.
The faculty members of the business department are themselves drawn primarily
from backgrounds rich in professional knowledge and experience, rather than from
traditional academic preparation. All hold masters’ level degrees, and all have spent at
least a decade engaged in private industry prior to obtaining their teaching appointments
at the College. The one half-time Assistant Professor B who works in the department
continues to run a thriving accounting practice of her own, and most faculty members
serve as consultants or as board members to non-profit organizations as a form of service
to their fields. In this regard, the business faculty members at Baccalaureate College C
are similar to their counterparts at many business schools nationwide; and in their
appreciation for the liberal ails tradition, are also similar to their peers at other liberal arts
colleges.
Why We Teach Online (or Not): Those Business faculty members who have

chosen to teach online courses in the HCM Certificate program refer frequently to their
practical experiences in the business world, as Professor D explained:
I was in the original grant meetings and training sessions during the FIPSE grant,
but I'll be the first to admit that teaching online didn’t seem to be worth all the
trouble it took when we first got started. I wasn’t the only one who thought so,
either... Nothing seemed to work the way we thought it would, and there was so
much writing and rewriting to be clear. The students don’t know what you mean
and they can’t ask you when they don’t see you. But I teach a class about Change
because I was involved in a few start-up businesses, so I knew what was wrong,
even if I didn't like it. I still teach when they need me, but Professor W is really
our star online.
As Professor D observed, the original group of faculty members in the 1999
FIPSE project included the entire Business department, every faculty member. However,
most dropped out of the training classes, citing frustrations similar to those that Professor
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D noted. Internal memoranda detailing grant progress document the “focusing” of
training sessions to target those few faculty members who maintained a high level of
interest. As mentioned previously, Professor W, although then an adjunct who was
replacing an original full-time grant participant who resigned in 1999-2000, was the most
enthusiastic course developer and instructor. Professor D developed one course in
Healthcare Finance, which he has only taught once per year or two over the past five
years.
Grant documents and faculty member conversations confirmed that incentive
funds to develop courses were only available during the grant period between 1999 2002, so any new courses developed after that time have required faculty members to
take time away from other projects or from teaching high-demand courses as overloads to
reduce reliance on adjunct faculty while the Business department remains short-handed.
As a result, online course development had slowed between 2003 - 2006. However,
Adjunct instructor P joined the online teaching effort for the department in Fall 2005.
Like Professor W, Adjunct instructor P also comes from a strong healthcare management
background. She explains her interest in teaching online courses this way:
It's like any IT system we use in a hospital. Sure, a lot can go wrong. The tests
don’t show up on the screens when you think they will, the students have trouble
logging in, and sometimes you don't hear from the students for a few weeks into
the class. You know, that’s a lot like what happens with a new system at work.
It’s also a lot like my regular students who can’t find a place to park on campus,
or who lose their homework between the dorm and the classroom, or who keep
quiet the whole semester long for that matter. It’s the same problems, only they
look different on the computer than in the classroom. Once you figure them out,
they’re no big deal anymore and it’s just teaching, just like any teaching.
Adjunct instructor P has taught two online courses over the past three terms, and
she has recently applied for the last full-time position that the Business department hopes
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to fill. She considers her experience in teaching online to have a positive impact on her
candidacy, and has expressed a willingness to voluntarily convert more Business courses
into the online format. Chair A agrees that her candidacy is strong for these reasons, and
adds that her teaching evaluations have been consistently strong.
Although the motivation to teach these courses as part of the online HCM
Certificate program rests primarily with Professor W and Adjunct instructor P because of
their professional backgrounds in healthcare management, the appeal to “mainstream”
business faculty members includes the often-cited “flexibility” factor for at least one
member of the Business department. In balancing her own busy accounting practice with
her yearly contract teaching assignments, Assistant Professor B finds an advantage
similar to those frequently cited by her online students:
I can keep up with the class between tax returns, especially in the spring semester.
Sometimes the work is so crushing during the business day that Sunday or late at
night are the best times to read an assignment or respond to a student’s
questions...I only teach one course online every other year, but it’s always in the
spring semester, during tax season. That way, I can keep up the business and the
classes. I still have a lot to leant, so I am taking it slow. [Professor W] helps all
the time.
According to her colleagues, Assistant Professor B's arrangement works well for the
entire Business department. As a small academic unit, they are able to work together in
balancing the students' needs for courses with all of their individual and professional
scheduling needs and preferences. These agreements demonstrate the strong sense of
collegiality that thrives in the small, intimate setting at Baccalaureate College C.
To further demonstrate how much both the faculty collegiality and their
commitment to teaching excellence have impacted the College, documents that promote
the College refer to its small, personal touch, and its emphasis on the liberal arts tradition
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to prepare women as leaders. These materials include Admissions brochures, reviews in
College guides like the Princeton Review, and the College web site. In all of these, the
photographs tend to capture the same “park-like setting” that is described in text, and is
experienced when one visits the campus. Photos of women in science labs, healthcare
uniforms, and engaged in one-on-one faculty discussions and small group work settings
also tend to feature prominently in all of these documents. Thus, the marketing, public
relations and advertising materials also emphasize many of these same values espoused
by the participants in this study, with slightly more attention to healthcare evident in the
brochures than on the campus or in the interviews with business faculty members.
However, the faculty members in Nursing, Education, and Psychology also
focused on several aspects of the College mission as they discussed their own reasons for
teaching online, similar to their counterparts on the Business faculty. As Associate
Psychology Professor X observed
...being online is not for everyone. Those who can do it, use the computer, get
good experience just doing that. They learn General Psych like everyone does, we
use the same goals and the same book in all the sections, but they also learn the
computer. No matter what they major in, that will help them later because it’s the
future of leaders. We need more women who can use computers and be leaders.
The General Psychology sections in the classroom routinely fill to capacity,
according to Associate Psychology Professor X. The online courses eventually enroll
enough students to run, but are frequently much smaller than the traditional versions of
the course. That’s a benefit to both the students and the faculty members, who prefer
small class sizes (under 20) to larger class sizes (over 20 are rare, even in the traditional
sections). Consequently, the small, intimate setting of the liberal arts college extends
through the traditional setting and into the online courses at this institution.
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Education Professor Y also emphasizes the importance of the flexibility factor
that Business instructor B mentioned in her conversations about teaching online. While
she is charged with supervising the field experiences of Special Education graduate
students from dozens of school districts around the region, she is also committed to
granting each one as much individualized attention as possible.
Before we put this class online, I was on the phone all the time. With the delays
getting journals mailed to me, or picking them up at schools when I visited and all
the phone tag, everyone was frustrated. We only take 12 students at a time in the
Practicum course, but when they are all over the place, you can’t get them all
together and you can’t do a good job. The online course has been the best thing
that happened to this part of the program since the State approved Special Ed
certification. I can talk to all of them, see their journals in the tabs, they can see
each others’ journals and ask everyone questions. I can teach this course better
this way...no, my other courses are not online. I use the e-Companion for
portfolios in some classes, but I still meet my students on campus. For this course,
online is perfect.
Interestingly, Education Professor Y noted that none of her full-time faculty
colleagues in Education teach any other courses online. “Some adjuncts teach online in
the summer. They are principals or special ed supervisors. Online works for them
because of their own schedules.” According to Education Professor Y, these adjunct
instructors develop their online courses voluntarily because they prefer to teach on their
own time. Similar to the Business courses, any new online Education courses that have
been developed since 2003 are done with no additional stipends, as the faculty members’
ability, willingness and time permits.
What the Faculty Say about Support: The same limitation applies to new online

courses in the Nursing department, where the Pharmacology course that was developed in
2001 under the FIPSE funding continues to enroll upper-division Nursing students whose
field experiences span several different placement sites and work schedules. Just like the
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Special Education graduate students, the upper division nursing B.S. candidates must find
a way to balance their practical experiences with their academic requirements. For
Nursing Professor Z, this balance comes at some cost:
I have to say that learning math online in the Pharm course is almost impossible
for some of them. If we didn’t have the math tutoring center, most of the students
online would fail, just fail. As it is, many nursing students struggle through the
regular Pharm courses, where they can see the explanations of the formulas on the
chalk board. Online, it is a lot harder. But I understand why some of them have no
choice, especially the ADNs who have to work. Sometimes they try Pharm online
before they're ready, so a lot of them drop. The online courses have low
retention.. .they never cancel for low enrollment.
According to Nursing Professor Z, the faculty members who teach Pharmacology
in both the online and the classroom setting face similar challenges, both relying heavily
on additional math tutoring for their students, but students in the online courses need
even more help. “If they can make office hours, they do better. They need that extra help
in person.” Indeed, this one-on-one faculty-student learning is highly valued, not only in
the Nursing department, but across the College. Faculty members who participated in this
study consider these teaching-learning opportunities to be one of the advantages that a
small, private liberal arts college has to offer both faculty and students.
As is the case at many small, independent liberal arts colleges, teaching is the
most important aspect of faculty life at Baccalaureate College C. Chair A notes in
particular that on reviews, teaching counts more than service or research, although both
are included in the tenure and promotion review and evaluation process. In their
discussions about life at the College, the faculty members tend to emphasize their
teaching as well. For example. Professor W prides herself on having developed each of
the courses in response to continuous feedback that she received from the students, not
only from summative teaching evaluations, but also from formative comments that
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students pass along to her during each semester. Whether the changes have to do with
creating a consistent organizational strategy for all her screens (also called “tabs” in the
eCollege software) or have more to do with developing sharper explanations of the
course materials in her lecture notes, Professor W has made these changes as students
request them, and has asked for their feedback in response.
She has spent a few years working side-by-side with the Instructional Designer
who was hired with the FIPSE funds and who remains on permanent funding today.
Although she expresses strong gratitude for his support, at this point in her professional
development, Professor W is mostly offering the courses on her own. In fact, as Chair
Professor A remarked,
[In cases where other adjuncts] have taught an online class, the reviews came
back with comments like “why couldn’t this instructor be more like Professor
W?” So we make sure Professor W talks to all the people who teach online for us.
She is also on a task force of all those who teach online across campus, serving as
a leader for the department.
The task force has only just begun its work, focusing on developing a consistent
plan for delivering the materials and assessing the success of online courses in all four
departments across the College. Members include Professors W, X, Y and Z from
Business, Psychology, Education and Nursing, respectively, all of whom participated in
this study. They have only met once, in the middle of the Fall semester, to “take
inventory” of their current courses, common practice across the departments, and decide
on which department-specific practices might best be shared via the task force, especially
with regard to updating the student evaluation of teaching forms at the College. At this
point in their work, “we haven’t done much yet,” said Assistant Professor W. The task
force members agree, though, that plans for “scaling up” online courses into full-blown
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certificate or degree programs to accompany the online HCM Certificate program are
quite a ways from even the early discussion phase at the College. “First we need to take
stock of what we have,” observed Associate Professor of Psychology X, “then we’ll see
what to do next about making the evaluation of the courses better.” This careful,
collaborative approach to evaluating the online curriculum is consistent with the ways
that the faculty members who participated in this study have approached their work in
general, as evidenced by what the faculty do, detailed in the next section.
What the Faculty Do
To support the online HCM Certificate program, several faculty members in the
Business department have contributed their time in pursuing professional development, in
collaborating on continuous improvement of the courses at department meetings, and in
promoting the programs in both their individual advising responsibilities as well as their
participation at information sessions. This broad set of supportive strategies speaks not
only to the ways that faculty have demonstrated their approval of the online HCM
Certificate program in particular, but more generally, to the success of their small
department overall. As Chair A has pointed out,
It’s a very collegial environment here; we help each other a lot. We are able to
rely on each other. We’re a teaching institution, so we’re always talking about
how do we do this better, and 1 think the students are starting to see that too, so
we get a lot of student feedback.
Business faculty members have only a modest budget for engaging in continuing
professional development at conferences, so several explained that they participate as
often as they can in “webinars” that are offered at low or no cost over the internet to keep
up their skills in marketing, management, sales, or other specific topics that are offered
online, including teaching topics. On campus, most also noted that they have participated
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in the eCollege training sessions that the FIPSE-hired instructional designer, Mr. K,
began to offer in the early 2000s. These sessions started as whole-department training
sessions, but very' quickly evolved into more intimate, one:one private consultations
between Mr. K and each faculty member. As Professor W described them, these
opportunities continue today:
We started out with workshops, but the one-size-fits-all didn’t work past the first
few screens. Now, all we have to do is call and we can come see Mr. K or he will
come see us at our own computers. I’m mostly on my own now, but every once in
a while I want to change something that a student asks me to do, like re-release a
makeup exam or change the tabs to collapse some assignments into one place. I
don’t mind going the extra hour it takes to learn how to do this because it Mr. K is
so nice about it and it helps me keep the students focused on their work instead of
on something technical that is going kaflooey, distracting them.
Professor W has developed a keen sense of distinguishing between which aspects
of an online course retain and which aspects of an online course repel students from the
experience, as is evident not only in her comments, but also in what others have said
about her. Both her responsiveness to her students and her willingness to share these
insights with her colleagues has earned her a leadership role that Adjunct instructor P also
mentioned:
If I don’t know how to do something, I can call Chair A or Mr. K, but they are in
their office pretty much during the day. Most of the time, I hit my snags at night,
so I send a quick email off to Professor W, and she’s right there with an answer
for me. She usually tells me to come in and learn more later with Mr. K, but right
in the email, she can tell me what to do fast so I can keep going. Working with her
is great.
Extending the expertise that Professor W has to offer beyond the private email
and to department meetings, Chair A has set agenda items that focus directly on best
practices from both, the traditional and the online classroom. At a recent Business faculty
meeting, Chair A included an agenda item about “procrastinating students” who failed to
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hand in assignments or attend classroom sessions during the semester. Professor W noted
during the meeting that this happens frequently in her online classes as well. “Of course
you can’t tell if they’re attending because they might just be reading, but you know
they’re not participating because there are no messages,” she said.
Similarly, professors who teach only in the traditional classroom exchanged
versions of their experiences with these students, and wrestled over the question of
whether the faculty members wished to draw from a common policy that could appeal* on
their syllabi. During the meeting, the conversations quickly honed in on what the syllabi
say, so faculty members took those out and compared them with each other. As veteran
Professor D pointed out first to his colleagues:
There is nothing in the honor code that says when anything must be done. You
can’t just rely on that. I use all these deadlines and this extra statement here about
losing a letter grade for every class meeting past the deadline an assignment
comes in to me. You have to do that or else you have no choice but to grade
procrastinators just like everyone else. We can use this statement here if everyone
likes it, or we can change it and I’ll change mine to whatever everyone else does.
Although they did not reach a decision, veteran Professor D immediately offered
to share and/or alter his own attendance and participation policies with his faculty
colleagues. During this meeting, the department members demonstrated that they were
able to share pedagogical and classroom management strategies in a
collegial/developmental manner, whether they teach online or in traditional classes
(Bergquist, 1992). Faculty members mentioned in their interviews that the College
mission to promote “excellent education” keeps their collegiality strong. The Business
faculty take this commitment to teaching excellence to heart in what they do to support
student learning at College C.
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Although most of the faculty members at this meeting had a decade or more of
business experience in their respective fields of management, marketing, sales, or
operations, very few of them have more than a handful of years’ teaching experience.
According to Chair A, these types of collaborative conversations are common at
department meetings. Chair A mentioned that these collaborations also happen outside
the department meetings, between smaller groups or pairs of faculty members who work
together to improve their teaching. Chair A shared one of his earliest experiences with
this process:
After 1 got here, one of the first things 1 did was sit down with Mr. K and learn
how to use [the online eCollege discussion board]. But the students have a wide
variety of skill levels. Some of them knew it from other classes and even wanted
more of it, but some of them just plain didn’t know how to log in and access it.
That was the biggest challenge I faced. Then I talked to a few other faculty and
found out they had the same experience. So now we don’t assume they know.
Given its small size and enviable faculty:student ratio, individual attention is
highly valued at Baccalaureate College C, valued by both faculty members and
administrators. In their individual student advising, the faculty members also explain that
they take the opportunity to mention both on-site and online versions of the Healthcare
Management Certificate program to their students. Assistant Professor O has previously
taught the Principles of Management course for the certificate program, but only in the
traditional classroom, not online. Nonetheless, he expresses his support for the program
when he advises students whose needs might be met by a course in the program, or by the
sequence of courses as a concentration in the business degree program:
Sometimes they are coming from a clerical job in a medical office. That’s our
largest employer in this region, so most students usually have some connection to
the hospital system. They might be majoring in business at night, trying to get
ahead in the system and I tell them this is perfect for them. Same thing for the
traditional girls who are not working, but in a different way. When they talk about
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working in the future, they talk about computers so I always say that trying out a
course on the computer is a good idea, and a few of them like that because they
can always come in and get help here. So it works both ways.
All of the Business department faculty members who participated in this study
support the online HCM Certificate program in each of these ways, from participating in
professional development to department meetings to individual student advising. In
addition, Chair A and Professor W also participate in one very important way: they have
designed and frequently offer internal and external information sessions about the
program as part of their own marketing campaign, in collaboration with Admissions,
Lifelong Learning, and the departments responsible for degrees in healthcare professions.
Chair A describes these sessions as opportunities to attract more students to the
department:
.. .we started offering information sessions for the Nursing students. What
happens a lot of time is that the demand for the nursing program is so high, they
need to wait a year for a space. This [certificate] is something they can do in a
year’s time while they wait, and allows them to put something on their resume in
the meantime. Often nursing students need to stop for one reason or another, so
we’ve picked up a student or two there, too.
Professor W agrees with the importance of these internal information sessions,
adding that the external sessions are equally important to the growth of this program. She
has spent two decades in healthcare administration within and outside the region
surrounding Baccalaureate College C, and her contacts at those former employers and
similar systems are still fresh in her files. As she explains, they are often happy to host
her and Chair A, perhaps a member of the Admissions or Lifelong Learning staff as well,
to come visit for coffee at a staff meeting, or to offer the session in the cafeteria between
shifts at the hospital.
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That works really well because people always want to improve in a large
organization like [X United Healthcare]. The competition for jobs is fierce, so the
more skills you have, the better. Chair A and I can tell them about the certificate
to get them interested in just the skills, but that is just the beginning. If they really
want to be leaders, they can take more courses at night or on weekends and maybe
even enroll in the degree program. We meet a lot of good people that way.
Although enrollment growth has been modest, the faculty members’ support of
this program has definitely kept it going against some obstacles that could have meant its
demise years before this study. When budget cuts came in the early 2000s, the online
HCM Certificate was spared because its required courses are so intricately woven into the
requirements of the traditional Business major programs. While the online courses never
grew to bring in the vast profits that many other schools in the nation saw during this
same period of online expansion, for an institution as small as Baccalaureate College C,
the ability to bring in just a dozen or so additional course enrollments every semester
made a difference, particularly because the program had such low operating costs. Many
of the online courses serve dual purposes: they meet the needs of the students who choose
the occasional online course in their otherwise traditional schedules, and they attract a
small number of lifelong learners whose lives only allow them to participate online. In
addition, the online HCM Certificate program has also begun to bridge the populations
enrolled in either healthcare or business professional programs, allowing for more
interdisciplinary collaboration between Business and Nursing department faculty. The
task force currently studying student evaluations of online courses began as a result of
these collaborative discussions between Business and Nursing.
The Business faculty members have done their part to support this online
program, small as it is, for how well it has become integrated into what they do for their
department and to serve the liberal arts mission of the school. Unlike online programs at
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other schools, this one has not garnered vast excess revenue or drawn large new
populations of learners to the College; rather, it has quietly complemented the good work
that the Business department faculty members value. Up until the Fall 2006 semester,
then-adjunct Professor W had taught most of the courses, making the online program
extremely cost-effective for the department. Now that she has become a full-time faculty
member, however, Assistant Professor W continues to offer at least one online course
each semester, as well as to share her knowledge of effective online practice with her
colleagues. In order to maintain the low costs of offering the online program, the second
online course each semester will be taught by an adjunct faculty member under Professor
W's guidance so that the program remains both effective and efficient. Retaining the
small number of online enrollments that the College does with this program is important
enough to their bottom line to justify continued financial support to the online HCM
Certificate.
What the Administrators Say
The administrators who recruit for, support, and promote this program share some
of the same perspectives that the faculty expressed about the online HCM Certificate,
namely that is serves more than one purpose and that it allows students a valuable
experience in using computer technology to facilitate their learning. However, the
administrators tended to be somewhat more cynical about the “fit” of any business
program to a liberal arts institution, particularly the certificate when taken as a standalone
as opposed to serving as a minor for a degree curriculum that includes the core science,
mathematics, humanities and arts requirements that traditionally comprise a liberal arts
degree. For example, one Student Advising administrator who serves the full-time
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residential day student population noted that both the on-site and the online version of the
Healthcare Management Certificate program are
...really just six courses related to healthcare. It's nice for someone in the field
with no degree, someone who needs a credential. It also benefits career changers
with an existing degree to enhance their marketability. I’m just not sure that
traditional undergraduates should opt for it without supporting courses. For them,
it’s just a piece of paper.
The skepticism that this administrator expressed was shared in a slightly different
way from another administrator, Mrs.H, whose responsibilities include assisting in
recruiting non-traditional lifelong learning students to the program:
We just play a part to the overall mission. We don't have control over the
curriculum or anything, but we explain the liberal arts to students as a way to
receive a broad education. Many times our students want to focus on the major
and don’t understand the skills that are obtained in taking a course in theatre or
history or geography and so forth. It's helping them to understand at the front end
the value of a liberal ails education. Most often they don’t appreciate that until
after they graduate.
Turning her conversation from the liberal arts in general to the online Healthcare
Management Certificate program in particular, Mrs. H explained further the dilemma
between the liberal arts “fit” with the current certificate program this way:
The Healthcare Management certificate is a relatively new program. It is our only
completely self-contained online program. As with any certificate program it
struggles a little to get stalled because it’s so specified to a certain population...
it’s a hard sell because they’re thinking degree. What is popular is the
concentration within a business administration major, and healthcare management
is one of them. So we see many students matriculate into business administration
and pick that concentration.
In spite of the Business department faculty’s perception that the growing
healthcare industry created a demand for specialized management skills, the Lifelong
Learning administrators described a different take on that perception. Because they work
primarily with returning students who seek a complete degree program, Lifelong
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Learning administrators generalize this pursuit to their entire population, considering the
online HCM Certificate program to fall short of a full-degree program. As a result, the
Lifelong Learning administrators assist their advisees who are considering the online
HCM Certificate program in two ways: 1) they counsel the students who can only
participate online to take one course per semester and earn the entire certificate in two
years, knowing that degree completion at College C is only possible if/when they are able
to complete their remaining requirements on campus; or more frequently 2) they counsel
those who can mix some evening or weekend courses to begin with the online and the on¬
site Business major with an emphasis on the HCM minor so that all their courses ‘’count”
towards the degree. In spite of the limitations inherent in the certificate vs. the degree
format, however, the program has managed to continue to attract enough new students,
either to the certificate itself or to the minor track in its entirety or to individual courses
as students need them, to remain useful as both a service and a recruiting or conversion
program to the institution.
According to all the administrators who participated in this study, there are
currently no plans to expand this certificate to a full degree program, not only because the
Business department must first focus on its accreditation goal, but also because the large
number of liberal arts courses to be developed would require additional resources beyond
the capacity of the single instructional designer and the current eCollege license
limitations. In addition, in spite of the mixed successes shared by faculty members from
Education, Psychology and Nursing, most of the faculty members on the campus remain
faithful to the small, personal setting where the College fosters its traditional liberal arts
mission. In short, their experiences of this setting simply do not lend themselves to
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expansion of online courses and programs. As another administrator in Lifelong Learning
noted,
Not that they can do anything about it, but the [business] department does know a
degree program would be more marketable than a certificate program. We’d need
math, science, English and all those classes. The professionals in the field want to
get in and out so maybe more electives is the best they can do right now. I think
the program still has to be tweaked a little bit but it’s like a catch-22 because you
have to get the students in to be able to offer the courses all the time, but if you
don’t have the courses all the time, it’s hard to get the students in. We can offer
all the courses, but if you have to cancel for low enrollment, that defeats the
whole purpose of offering more of them.
At this time, like most of its peer institutions nationwide, Baccalaureate College C
does not include online programs as a major component of its growth strategy (Allen and
Seaman, 2004). After the FIPSE funding ended, the program continued to operate at a
modest profit because then-adjunct Professor W taught most of the courses, making for a
very low expense:revenue ratio. Now that she has joined the department as an Assistant
Professor, W plans to continue to offer courses online as part of her assigned load, which
will impact that ratio.
However, many of the students who enroll in her online courses are in fact,
degree-seeking students who choose the online format for scheduling convenience, so the
revenues should remain constant enough to keep the online HCM Certificate program
viable. About the size and format of the current online HCM Certificate program,
Associate Provost O said in particular that
There has been no pressure to make this program into something else. There are
several online initiatives going on, so we’re ok with the program where it is for
now. We see that this is something important, and the people from Lifelong
learning see that too. Obviously with healthcare as our biggest employer in the
region, they see this as important, too. Many of the hospitals have employee
tuition reimbursement, which helps the students afford to come here.
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What the Administrators Say about Support: In addition, the highest praise and
support for this program come from Acting President P, who served most recently as the
Provost for the College, after many decades of being involved as a student, as an alumna
trustee, as an adjunct, as a tenured faculty member, and as a department chair in
Humanities. Acting President P noted that the online HCM Certificate program is not a
growth strategy, but is instead, a strategy for efficiency, which she has come to prize
highly in all of her roles at this tiny College. She explains that:
The HCM Certificate program is a “triple play.” It’s interdisciplinary, and it
serves as our only online program, it’s also available on-site for students who
want the certificate or the minor but don’t like online, and all of its courses serve
different parts of the business degree programs for someone not interested in the
certificate or minor... We do see this online program as partially responding to
market forces, to the need for some courses to be online. But we don’t think our
growth will be in building more programs that are online per se.
As Acting President P describes the future that she sees on the horizon for the
College, she focuses specifically on the successful lessons and strides that the online
HCM Certificate program has facilitated for faculty and leaders at Baccalaureate College
C. Noting that the Nursing department has recently secured another generous FIPSE
grant, Acting President P described how the College has leveraged what it is learning
from environmental scanning against what role it sees for online technology:
Nursing is planning a [classroom-based] Masters in Nursing Administration...We
are responding to the demographic changes that we know are coming. First, you
have fewer high school graduates in the population over the next 10-20 years.
Then, of those high school graduates, you have a trend where more of them will
be starting their college experiences at a community college. We need to look at
these trends and re-assess the educational needs of society when we think about
what majors and levels they will want from us. We think it will be more courses
in major fields for transfer students, and more graduate programs, particularly for
women who will be seeking those degrees... I think there is a real potential for
the hybrid course, but it’s so new to me. I am learning more about it and we'll see
how that figures in to this new program. Thanks to the first FIPSE, we have the
eCompanion piece already in place.
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The administrators in Lifelong Learning also agree with Acting President P about
both, the potential for hybrid courses in the future, and their need to learn more about
how they work. In their meeting with the Marketing administrators, Lifelong Learning
counselors discussed their upcoming meeting with Business Chair A to learn more about
how those courses offer the best of both approaches: face-to-face time with the students
on a less-demanding schedule, and the replacement of some of those meetings with
online activities that students can complete asynchronously.
What the Administrators Do
Although the administrators who speak to lifelong learning students every day
would clearly like to be able to offer a fully online or hybrid degree program to those
students, they recognize that the overall appeal of the College includes its close, personal
touch. As another lifelong learning administrator explained.
We are 92% women here, so when she decides to return to her formal education,
the lifelong learner who chooses Baccalaureate College C picks us because she
wants to be here. She wants to experience everything we have in a very human
way...she knows that her classmates are as much networking contacts as her
instructors, so she wants to meet them and connect in person. She also gets the
support we offer in one-to-one advising sessions and help with readjusting. I have
only seen the online screens for a single one of our courses, and impressively
organized and clear as that was, I just didn’t feel that same quality of human
connection was possible when I logged on to it.
As the professionals who make first contact with prospective students, as well as
provide much of the initial advising and support that lifelong learners receive when they
begin their studies, these administrators are crucial spokespeople for the College. They
take this role extremely seriously, and strike a good balance between responding to the
financial pressures of increasing enrollment and preserving the quality of the College C
experience for their incoming students. However, as their comments about the online

238

HCM Certificate program reflect, they express a strong preference for the traditional
liberal arts setting in their recruitment work with students. While they did not
characterize their own responses to the interview questions as biased against the online
courses per se, they did acknowledge their goal of actively pursuing candidates to the
online HCM Certificate programs for eventual matriculation into a campus-based evening
or weekend bachelors degree programs.
After lifelong learning students have matriculated into any program, even a
certificate such as the online HCM, they transition over to obtain advising from
administrators in the Business department. During the transition, however, the lifelong
learning administrators noted that they work hard to support a particularly strong
connection to the Business faculty:
The beauty of being a small school is the flexibility and feedback that we have to
work together and meet the needs of the students, which is really helpful with the
online. Most of the students who want the certificate are curious and maybe
intimidated about what an online course will be like. We can take them right over
to Professor W, who sits them down and shows them the screens, makes them
comfortable. OK, sometimes it is not going to be a good fit, but we know that
right away, too. She is very good about getting back to us, Chair A is that way,
too...the Business faculty also respond to inquiries right away. If we ask them to
call a prospective student back with any question at all that we can’t answer, we
know they are very good at that, better than most other departments.
While the administrators did not attribute this tendency to the nature of the
business discipline itself, the faculty members did spend a fair amount of their own
interview time speaking about marketing efforts and the importance of student
satisfaction as equivalent to customer satisfaction. When the faculty members collaborate
with the College Relations office, those administrators describe the experience as
successful:
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Every year we do the Women in Business award and lecture. This year we named
Ellen Smith who was COO of Saint John’s Healthcare system. Two weeks after
we recognized her she became the president of another hospital, which was a
great opportunity for us to do some cross-marketing into this field. We worked on
a promotional campaign for healthcare with the business faculty and the people in
the admissions department. It’s usually a three-way job between the Lifelong
Learning people or the traditional admissions people with College Relations and
the department. We handle all the graphics, advertising and PR, and they handle
all the academics. They are very easy to work with all around.
After the unexpected death of the College President, Provost P assumed day-today responsibilities of the interim Presidency. She had been serving first as Associate
Provost since 2003, then Provost since 2005 after a twenty-year tenure as an Associate
Professor with the English department. Dr. P’s ties to the College extend even further
back than her professional work, though, as she had also earned her undergraduate degree
from the College many years earlier. Dr. P explains the College as “the kind of place that
students want to come back to” not only in her own case, but in the overwhelming
success of annual alumni reunions that draw dozens, sometimes scores of students from
each class back to the campus. Dr. P also notes that having seen the College “from all
sides” she can now understand the importance of “behind-the-scenes” financial and
personnel support that administrators provide.
Our faculty are dedicated to teaching as their number one priority, while
continuing to achieve in their areas of research and scholarship. From an English
professor whose essays have been anthologized in books across the country to a
forensics professor who was formerly a Forensic Scientist in the office of the
Chief Medical Examiner in New York City, to business professors who have been
executives at companies such as Hershey and Nestle, our faculty maintain the
highest levels of professional development. What’s more, these faculty teach all
levels of students—from freshmen to seniors.
According to Dr. P. none of this would be possible if the College wasn’t able to
attract these professionals with competitive salaries, and to encourage them to remain
with the College by emphasizing the importance of teaching. Thus, the rewards for
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teaching online are as important as the rewards for teaching itself: reappointment is based
primarily on success in teaching. The current Provost’s office has not implemented any
specific references to teaching online, but instead, regards teaching as teaching,
regardless of how it’s done. As a result, those who find success in their online
classrooms, including Assistant Business Professor W, Associate Education Professor X,
and Psychology Professor Y have all found success in their hiring, tenure, and promotion
processes in conjunction with their online teaching. The faculty and the Provost’s office,
however, have noted that student evaluation of online teaching does not fit the current
classroom-based teaching survey form. According to Associate Provost O:
There is a task force looking at the evaluation of teaching for the online courses.
Mostly because the current evaluation assumes things like “classroom lecture”
right in its language. So we’re working on that with faculty who teach online from
across the College and we’ll have that adjusted soon.
Administrators in the information technology area are equally aware of the
changes that have been required in their department since the arrival of online courses in
2000, and the full certificate program in more recent semesters. The Director of IT has
found the addition of Instructional Designer Mr. K particularly crucial to meeting these
new demands:
I came here after Mr. K was hired, so I was happy to find out I already had help
with the academic technology. I’ve been at other Colleges where the IT
department doesn’t have someone with instructional training, and that can be
frustrating for everyone. My degrees are in Computer Science with certifications
in certain networks, so I know the systems, but not the classroom. I’ve never
taught. There were actually two instructional designers, Mr. K, wrho came with the
FIPSE grant, and Mr. B who had formerly served the Media department.
But when the time came for budget cuts shortly after her arrival, IT Director Mrs.
D was faced with some difficult decisions. Unforeseen operating expenses in connection
with the new buildings forced administrators all around the campus into finding ways to
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reduce their budgets. For the IT department, there were few options, but even though the
FIPSE funding had ended, Mrs. D knew that she had to find a way to keep Mr. K
available for the faculty members and students in the online classes. Although Mr. K was
originally hired on grant funds, Director D chose to reorganize the Media department to
be folded into the Information Technology department, resulting in the transition of
several positions from 12 to 9-month contracts, and retaining Mr. K to work with the
online faculty and students. “I’ve never looked back,” she said, “the faculty and students
couldn’t be online at all without what he has to offer.”
The administrative decision to restructure in order to retain a key support position
for the online initiative demonstrates that the administrators at Baccalaureate College C
have done all that they can do to keep the program viable. Given the relative success of
the healthcare professions, observers might also have expected that the Business
department, which was not faring as well during those financially strained times, might
have been asked to sacrifice one or more of its programs for the sake of saving budgetary
expenses. This, however, was not the case, as Associate Provost O explained,
You have to look at the long history, the trends now and the future forecast; you
have to look at all of it at the same time. Cutting a program because it happens to
be doing poorly at exactly the same time you need to make a cut is probably easy
to do, but that doesn’t mean it’s right. I think we made the right decision to
increase the full-time faculty and hire a permanent chair who looks like he’s got
what the department needs to turn it around. It’s worth the investment.
The College Relations administrators shared similar perspectives about the
Business department, its faculty, and its programs. Those responsible for marketing and
admissions noted during a meeting that they have moved Business degrees, the
classroom-based HCM minor and the online HCM Certificate option into the “Top
Reasons to Choose” publication, where previous versions had omitted the fledgling

242

program, or had relegated it to interior pages because the program was so new, and
because the faculty turnover had been so unpredictable. The administrative support that
has been afforded to the online HCM Certificate program so far has also been largely
responsible for its modest growth and sustainability. Most faculty members and
administrators alike acknowledge that the online HCM Certificate program provides a
valuable service to the department; providing scheduling convenience for many traditiona
as well as lifelong learning students, and providing an entirely online program for a small
number of students each year who might otherwise have no access to the College. Faculty
members in the Business department recognize and appreciate the ongoing administrative
support that demonstrates shared value of the program. As Chair A has also noted
“Support has been very good. We’ve pretty much gotten what we’ve asked for, as long as
we can justify it, which is pretty good for a small tuition-driven institution.”
Analysis: Seven Factors that Influenced Discourse and Behavior at
Baccalaureate College C
Major factors that influenced discourse at Baccalaureate College C are these: 1)
alignment of individual narratives and the goals of the online HCM Certificate program,
2) faculty rank, status and career stage, 3) membership of participants in
managerial/administrator or developmental/collegial faculty culture, 4) infrequent
collaboration between administrators and faculty during development of this grantsupported online program, 5) the academic disciplines of business and health care, 6)
faculty perceptions of intermittent administrative support, and 7) an institutional type not
generally disposed to promote online education as a growth strategy.
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Alignment of Participant Narrative to Online HCM Certificate Goals: The “story”

or narrative at Baccalaureate College C is not unlike that found in many small, private
liberal arts colleges nationwide: administrators and faculty members alike at
Baccalaureate College C recognize that resources are perennially scarce. In the face of
this perception about their institution, participants in this study also related their belief
that innovation must occur only via special funding opportunities. From the Acting
President to the current adjunct faculty members, including the Department Chair, the
Lifelong Learning and the Technology administrators, every personal/professional
narrative at the College includes recognition of the impact that resource scarcity has on
their institution. As a result, this shared aspect of personal narrative aligned perfectly
with the “triple duty” of the online HCM Certificate program goals. There were,
however, some variations of each individual narrative that influenced the online HCM
Certificate program in different ways.
For example, the personal/professional story that Acting President P tells in her
interviews, on her web site, and in her welcome messages to new students includes
references to her participation at the College as a student, as an alumna trustee, as an
adjunct and as a tenured faculty member, as a Department Chair, as an Associate Provost,
as Provost, and now, as Acting President. She has literally experienced every facet of the
College over the course of the past several decades, and as a result, her own
personal/professional narrative aligns extremely well with the development of the online
HCM Certificate program. Just as she perceives the value of having served the College
from every perspective possible and in as steadfast a manner as possible, Acting
President P views this online program not as fuel for a “growth engine” as many
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administrators in her current position might be tempted to do. Rather in language that is
consistent with her own personal and professional commitment to Baccalaureate College
C, Acting President P characterizes this program as adding value to the College for its
versatility and for its reliability:
A program like this is not only valuable for how many ways it serves the College,
but more importantly, for its stability. For a College of this size, stability is the
key strategic goal that this program achieves.
Although his tenure with the College is considerably briefer than Acting President
P, the personal/professional narrative of Chair A is similarly attuned to the goals of the
online HCM Certificate program. Chair A tells a story about his own movement between
a professional career in industry and his experiences in academia. The story is one that
relies upon both opportunity and flexibility at every turn, much as the development of
online HCM Certificate program has evolved. Where Chair A describes his decision to
“try the classroom” at a nearby state college, prior to joining Baccalaureate College C, he
also describes the online HCM Certificate program as an opportunity for current
healthcare givers and for prospective nursing students to “try management” while they
await a queue in their intended major. In this way, Chair A describes a strong affinity to
this type of program. Furthermore, in his own previous career experiences as a marketing
consultant, Chair A discusses the value of what he learned about promoting uniquely
“customer-friendly” products and services. From his comments about satisfaction among
the online HCM Certificate program students as evidenced in course evaluations, this
alignment of Chair A’s perspective and the outcomes of the online HCM Certificate
program are similarly strong.
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While sharing a similar professional narrative to Chair A, Professor W's narrative
differs enough from his to warrant a closer examination of its alignment to the
development of this program. Put simply, Professor W is the champion of this program.
She is nearly single-handedly responsible for having converted or at least contributed to
the conversion of every course in this program to the online format. She is certainly
regarded by every faculty member and administrator as the leading online instructor in
terms of succeeding with student retention and continuous course quality improvement.
In her own words, however, Professor W’s personal/professional narrative is humble; she
acknowledges her contributions in modest terms: “Yes, I believe in this program, so I do
whatever I can.” But even the dedication evident in her own language is eclipsed by the
glowing terms that others in this case employ in their discourse about how well her own
skills, aptitudes, and dedication align to the goals of the online HCM Certificate program.
Perhaps the most notable misalignments between personal/professional narratives
and goals of the online HCM Certificate program are evident in the discourse among the
Lifelong Learning and Student Advising administrators. In both cases, these
administrators spoke in nearly reverent terms about their own belief in liberal arts core
experiences, in the intimate, face-to-face setting of the campus environment, and of their
own perceptions of the online HCM Certificate program as something disconnected from
those values. In one case, a Student Advising administrator dismissed the program as
“just six courses” and expressed her own disinclination to advise students to participate,
unless they had no alternatives. Notably, this administrator was herself an alumna of the
Business School, having resided on the campus during her degree program, and having
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chosen to remain as a Residential Life administrator for a year before taking on a job in
Advising.
Similarly, the Lifelong Learning administrators preferred to characterize the
online HCM Certificate program as a “way in the door” for women whose work or travel
or childcare schedules precluded their participation in evening or weekend classes.
Importantly, both of the Lifelong Learning administrators who participated in this study
had experienced only traditional learning modes. Although one took the initiative to log
in to a class and explore all the screens, she relayed her impression of the online course as
inferior to her perception of the value inherent in a face-to-face Baccalaureate College C
experience. While she discussed her own ideas for collaborating in promoting this
program among her colleagues within Lifelong Learning and across the College in the
Marketing department, she described her interactions with individual students in ways
that would suggest she does not fully advocate the online HCM Certificate program as a
first choice among those prospective students she encounters.
Influence of Rank, Status and Career Stage within the Context of the Department:

Just as the influence of personal narrative influenced what administrators had to say and
do about the online HCM Certificate program, so did rank, status and career stage
influence what faculty members said and did about the online HCM Certificate program.
From the Business department's most stable veteran Professor D, through its half-time
Assistant Professor B, all the way to its newest Adjunct P, the influence of rank, status
and career stage is evident in much of what these faculty members have said and done
about the online HCM Certificate program at Baccalaureate College C. However, these
influences are uniquely tempered by the relative instability of the Business department.
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Acting President P summed up the history of the Business department among
members whose career status and stages were all too transitory to induce ongoing
commitment, not only to the online HCM Certificate program, but to the department
itself:
While the online HCM Certificate program was developing, we went through
some dramatic changes in the Business department. We had a chair who retired
just before that grant was written, a chair who went off to finish her PhD and
work for another school just after J got sick, then another one who had severe
medical problems and was hardly ever here for her short stint. Oh, and the person
acting as chair who stepped up during that time had young children and a spouse
who was transferred, so commuting wouldn’t have been worth it for her to stay.
Between each change, we had [D] to hold the department together as Interim
along the way. There was a lot of turmoil until G got here, but [W] kept plugging
away at it. She was self-sufficient, individualistic, like so many of our faculty
here. In spite of the upheaval, [W] did her thing, and all those courses got online.
Chair A concurred with the history that Acting President P recalled, noting that
the lack of commitment and longevity from each succeeding Chair caused the department
to lose its sense of direction:
...the department seemed like it had lost direction, going through several chairs in
the 10 years that followed - not one made it longer than 2 years, many were
simply acting chairs.
During that same time. Professor D decided to withdraw from participating fully
in the original FIPSE program. Like his then-colleagues on the Business faculty,
Professor D explained that those members who were most advanced in their career stage
at the time that this program developed were also the least likely to participate in
developing online courses. Instructional Designer K noted in particular that "we went
quickly from the entire department to a class of one, [Professor W].”
As an adjunct faculty member recruited to replace a departing member of the full¬
time Business faculty, W's adjunct status and junior career stage strongly influenced her
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willingness and her ability to dedicate as much of her time as she did to developing this
program. While she continued to hold down administrative responsibilities in the
healthcare management industry, then-adjunct instructor W also found time to create an
online version of each course for the certificate program. She describes her dedication as
a natural outgrowth of her interest and expertise in the subject matter for each course, and
she does note that the additional income of a modest FIPSE -stipend for course
development, coupled with the usual small per-course salary for adjunct teaching were
also motivating factors.
But above these extrinsic factors. Assistant Professor W places at the top of her
list of reasons to teach online the love she has developed for teaching a diverse group of
students whose careers in healthcare make their need for online courses apparent to her.
As a junior faculty member, W also credits her success in teaching online for her
appointment to this career status. Her acknowledgement of this factor is shared by Chair
A, and by Acting President P, who says:
At College C, making the switch from adjunct to a full time position happens
pretty often. Adjunct work is a great way to become an inside candidate. We do
national searches, but even when the candidates spend two or three days with you,
you just can’t tell. You get people who don’t work out. Adjuncts, on the other
hand, are a sure thing. There are a number of people who worked out because we
already knew they could teach well when they were adjuncts.
While this tendency towards hiring adjunct faculty to full time positions in
general is commonplace at Baccalaureate College C, the people who have succeeded in
the past few years for the Business department are also the people who have participated
in promoting and growing the online HCM Certificate program. Those who have chosen
not to participate have not seen any negative repercussions for their decisions, however,
because they have already established their contributions to the department in other ways.
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Influence of Faculty and Administrator Cultures: Clearly, the faculty members at

College C share a strong, developmental culture of shared decision-making and a
dedication to student learning. At the same time, individual members each pursue his or
her own very personal approach to accomplishing workload while preserving individual
preferences that emanate from the collegial tradition (Bergquist, 1992). Faculty
participants in this study consistently referred to the collegial nature of their department
as one of their main reasons for coming to College C, and as one of their most highly
valued reasons for staying. As Assistant Professor B explained “I can be exactly who I
am here.”
Likewise, the value that faculty members demonstrated toward sharing effective
teaching practices lends itself perfectly to the closest collegial components to the
developmental culture. Within the department, this practice is likely evident in most
faculty cultures, but across departments, as in the faculty-initiated Online Task Force, the
climate these faculty members have established is unique to this cultural environment. As
a result, an innovative program like the online HCM Certificate might well meet with
subtle resistance from those who do not wish to participate, but for the most part, even
non-participants seem willing to share what they know of “good teaching” with online
participants, all in the spirit of sharing good practice towards improving student learning
experiences.
Finally the practices associated with faculty appointments, retention, promotion
and tenure in such an environment are uniquely disposed to reward participants in the
online HCM Certificate program at this institution. For example, now-Assistant Professor
W has made the transition from a long-time adjunct who taught nearly all of the online
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courses for the department to a tenure-track junior faculty member. While this transition
is not entirely unheard of, it is more the exception than the rule at most institutions.
Assistant Professor W expressed the feeling that her success in online teaching was partly
responsible for her success in attaining this appointment, and this sentiment was
reinforced by Chair A and Associate Provost O, both of whom referred to good online
teaching as “good teaching.”
Similarly, the aspirations that Adjunct Instructor P has to secure the final tenuretrack line in the department seem entirely possible, given her own successes, similar to
her colleague and mentor, Assistant Professor W. Adjunct Instructor P embraces the
online courses as a challenge that she is well-equipped to meet, an attitude that has earned
her the serious consideration of Chair A, as he seeks to fill this last position.
Conversely, however, minimal or non-participation in the online program has not
figured adversely to the retention of Assistant Professor B or to the promotion of
Professor D, both of whom have offered a course or two when called upon to do so, or
when the circumstances met their own needs, but neither of whom have championed the
online program. Because they are regarded as “solid teachers” with the appropriate
professional knowledge, both have maintained their appointments in the department,
demonstrating the individualistic values that emanate from the collegial culture. As a
result, the influences of both collegial and developmental culture end up
counterbalancing one another in this case. While there is sufficient respect for innovating
and encouraging colleagues to innovate with online classes, there is insufficient
opposition to the online delivery format to cause any turmoil within the department that
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might undermine the online HCM Certificate program. Furthermore, support from
administrators helped to encourage those faculty who wished to support this program.
Leaders at CCA thrive in a developmental culture, where they create structures
that foster change (Bergquist, 1992). Such is the case with administrators at College C
when it comes to the online HCM Certificate program. Back in 1999, Professor J had a
“free hand” in writing the grant, with the encouragement of the President at the time. Her
letter of support explained the commitments that the institution was willing to make to
implement an instructional technology infrastructure, and to approve the conversion of
the classroom-based HCM Certificate program to be offered online. In addition, the
Provost’s Office supported this innovation by initiating the substantive change request
that w7as required by regional accreditors. These actions are consistent with administrative
leaders who wish to foster a developmental culture that encourages innovation and
professional growth. Although none of these senior administrators had personally
experienced online education, and the prevailing sentiments among their counterparts at
other liberal arts institutions seemed disinclined to experiment with the “online learning
craze” of the early 2000s, the President, Provost, and Lifelong Learning administrators
have all remained supporters of this fledgling program for several years.
While their support is certainly tempered by their fiscal constraints, the
administrators at College C have nonetheless allowed the online program to continue
throughout what might have been very threatening circumstances in the mid-2000s, when
the FIPSE funding ended. In addition, these administrators continue to encourage the
interdisciplinary collaborations inspired by the online HCM Certificate program. By
continuing the Instructional Designer appointment through a restructuring, by appointing
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the Online Task Force to study student evaluations, by encouraging the HCMC
information sessions to Business and Nursing students, and by approving the tenure-track
appointment/workload assignment of a faculty line to continue offering online courses,
senior administrators at College C continue to demonstrate their support of this program
as an outcome of a developmental approach. Senior administrators praise the program,
not for its potential as a revenue-generator, but rather, for its contributions to faculty
collaboration, to professional development among faculty across several disciplines, and
to its distinction as “our only online program.” Administrators who participated in this
study all agreed that there is “no pressure” to expand the program, but also agreed that
there is “no threat” to closing the program as well, demonstrating that they value its role
as a developmental activity for their College.
Influence of Infrequent Collaboration during Development of the Online HCM
Certificate Program: When much-beloved Business Professor J wrote the original FIPSE
grant in collaboration with his colleagues in Nursing, Education, and Psychology, his
intent was for the College to secure a technological infrastructure that it would otherwise
have never been able to obtain, given the scarcity of resources and the capital building
campaign that was well underway by 1999. As a former executive in private industry,
Professor J continued to maintain seats on boards at other nearby colleges and non-profit
organizations, so he was acutely aware of the “internet revolution” as some of his earliest
memoranda refer to it. Professor J most fervently wished for the College to participate in
that revolution in some small way, although he was quite careful and deliberate about
planning those ways in collaboration with his colleagues from around the institution.
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When the grant funding arrived, the first order of business was to recruit Mr. K,
whose department of Information Technology was, like the Business department across
campus, also undergoing many changes. Mr. K was, however, dedicated completely to
achieving the goals of the FIPSE grant, which began with selecting a course management
system. Mr. K quickly realized that there were insufficient grant funds for the College to
acquire much more hardware, so a comprehensive service license made the most sense,
which is what he eventually secured for the College.
The common theme in this historical influence is the respect for scarcity of
resources that all the administrative and faculty players seem to have at every stage of the
program’s development. While there were sufficient funds in the grant to offer small
course development stipends to the first round of course developers, some faculty
members who have since left the department were said to have earned those without fully
completing the courses they were paid to develop. Although these stories were related by
faculty members who are not currently teaching online, Assistant Professor W did
confirm that she picked up and finished where two former colleagues had left off, fully
understanding and accepting that no additional stipends would be available for this work.
However, throughout each of these acts of attracting and investing resources to an
environment plagued with scarcity, there was very little evidence of either administrators
collaborating with faculty, or vice versa in maximizing the long-term or potential for
broad-based impacts of this innovative program. As Acting President P noted, this
shortage of resources did not faze then adjunct instructor W, “she just did her thing.”
Influence of Academic Discipline and Related Professional Experience: Modest
size and insulated nature notwithstanding, the online HCM Certificate program has its
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staunch supporters among the Business faculty members, the former leaders of which
championed this program as the cornerstone of a large FIPSE grant. While that initial
strategy explains the origin of the program, it is the nature of the academic discipline that
most heavily impacts the persistence of this program. The Business faculty members at
College C all share strong backgrounds in their respective industries: marketing,
management, finance, and most recently, healthcare management, prior to their teaching
appointments at the College. As former business leaders, these faculty members
understand and articulate the value of “conservative diversification” as Professor D
characterized it. As he explained the online courses, whether they were attracting nontraditional certificate-seeking or traditional degree-seeking students, Professor D felt
strongly that the market of students “votes with their feet.” Their choices for the online
courses, in his opinion, were enough to demonstrate that these options should remain
viable, even if he does not personally care to deliver courses in this way.
The Business faculty members also demonstrate a strong commitment to
“customer satisfaction” and see themselves as marketing champions to attract more
students to these courses, as well as service providers to deliver high quality education
that retains the students in the courses. Professor W prides herself on how intricately she
has woven student feedback into her course revisions, technological design choices, and
her offers to meet students in her office for additional support. The language that the
Business faculty members used in describing these efforts showed clear differences from
their counterparts in Psychology, Education, and Nursing. In those standalone courses,
several of the faculty members provided similar services to retain their students, but in
each of those interviews, the professors referred to the words “retention” and “tutoring”
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instead of words like “satisfaction” and “repeat customers” as their colleagues in
Business mentioned.
In the specific area of healthcare management, the interdisciplinary nature of both
the applied management and the applied health care disciplines becomes even more
influential for this online program. For example, the comparison that Adjunct Instructor P
made of her online courses to a new computer system in hospital administration
explained quickly how her professional experience influenced her sense-making. By
contrast, her colleague in the more generic Business Management field, Professor D,
compared his online experiences to the instability inherent in theories about Change
management. The stark difference between how each of these faculty members ultimately
acted to distance himself or attach herself to the online HCM Certificate program
demonstrates how the specific academic discipline of healthcare management created a
stronger motivation to see the change through. At the same time, there is a high level of
both tolerance for the differences between these two department members and respect for
what each can contribute to the department to demonstrate that the faculty culture at this
College also plays a role in their interactions.
Faculty Perception of Administrative Support: Faculty members who participated
in this study were deeply appreciative of the grant-funded origins of their program.
However, most seemed to “wean” themselves of reliance on Mr. K’s assistance early on
in the course development process. His most vital contribution today seems to be in the
overarching capacity of keeping the eCollege contract up and running, in maintaining the
logistics of creating and archiving course screens, and most importantly, in offering front¬
line technical support to the students.
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Just as Acting President P sees a potential future in the prospect of hybrid classes,
so do Mr. K and his current supervisor, the Director of IT. In having restructured her
department to allow for permanent funding to retain Mr. K, Director Mrs. D made a
strong commitment to the future of online learning, however modest it continues to be, at
Baccalaureate College C. The faculty members at the College recognize the importance
of this commitment, acknowledging that without Mr. K, their courses would be infinitely
more time-consuming. “If we had to answer all the students’ technical questions about
their own computers,” Assistant Professor W explained, “we would never have time to
teach.” Therefore, the faculty members who perceive this support as vital has been yet
another factor that influences their positive statements about and continued participation
in the online HCM Certificate program.
Influence of Institutional Type: As Allen and Seaman report, baccalaureate
colleges in general are the least likely institutional type to include online education in
their growth strategies for the future (2004). At College C in particular, it is the very
small, intimate size of the student population, of the faculty department size, and of the
closely-knit administrative staff, many of whom are themselves alumnae of the College,
that typifies this as a liberal arts institution. Members of this institutional type emphasize
personal attention between faculty and students. In spite of all the benefits associated
with online education over its synchronous, campus-based forerunner classes: flexibility,
accessibility and immediacy of feedback, it is at liberal arts Colleges where these benefits
pale in comparison to the type of learning environment that already exists in these small,
intimate settings. Chair A, who had previously taught at a public comprehensive school,
observed the contrast this way:
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The students changed every semester, so I never saw them again. Here, I see the
same students every day, before and after they are in my classes, even if they are
not my advisees. You can’t know 200 of the 10,000 names in the big school
because they drop in and out between all the buildings. Here, the 200 are always
here, always the same...knowing them, what they want to do, where they want to
go, that makes all the difference here...
Both the faculty and the administrators at Baccalaureate College C share these
sentiments. They encourage individual attention to learning, and the size of this small,
private institution makes this attention possible. Even the “online star" at this college,
Professor W, receives praise for her practice of coming to campus to meet an online
student at a mutually convenient time, so that the two can sit together and review the
screens that might be making the course difficult for the student in question. This type of
personal interaction is not the exception at College C: it is the rule, as also evidenced by
Nursing Professor Z’s experiences with students who fare better in online classes “if they
can make it to office hours.”
While the values upheld at this liberal arts institution translates into the personal
support that strengthens the success of each online student in each online course, that
same bias towards the close intimate personal touch is actually working against potential
online expansion on the program level. For example, the bias evident in the comments
from administrators in Admissions, Student Support, the Provost’s Office, and the
President’s Office, restricts their support for the online HCM Certificate program “as it
is” with no plans for expansion. “As it is” the online HCM Certificate program maintains
a perfect balance for the College of offering just enough online courses to keep attracting
a small, steady population of new students, but not so many that the faculty and students
feel they have sacrificed the small, intimate experience of a liberal arts education. Even
though the Lifelong Learning administrators would “prefer to have a full blown degree
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program” they recognize, as do their counterparts from the faculty on campus, that such a
program is not yet even “in the early discussion phase.” Given the strong preference for
members of this institutional type to dedicating close, personal attention to individual
students, it is unlikely that the discussion phase of an entirely online degree program will
arrive in the next decade, as the Acting President’s plans seem focused on maintaining
the traditional classroom setting.
Furthermore, as a women’s institution, this particular liberal arts college prides
itself on creating women leaders, for which the online medium and the technology
industry have not established a strong reputation. Information technology leaders in
popular culture have, to the point of this study, typically been male entrepreneurs and
engineers whose inventions or business practices have led to their success in the
technology industry. At Baccalaureate College C, the “Women in Business” marketing
campaign has focused on leaders in popular media such as music television, on
international finance, and most recently, on healthcare. When asked whether there are
plans to highlight a woman with leadership in technology, the Marketing administrator
who participated in this study explained that:
We tried to find someone last year, but very few of our alumnae have listed
careers in computers in our database. We had one who was a CIO at Lucent, but
when we tried to call, of course we found out that Lucent’s spiral had been her
spiral, too. She was really all we had.
As the Marketing department’s access to the alumnae database revealed, the
majority of graduates from Baccalaureate College C had chosen careers in human
services fields: healthcare, education, social work, advocacy; and in creative fields:
publishing, illustrating, and media production. The most recent decade of graduates are
also establishing career choices in the sciences: genetic engineering, biological research,
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and nutrition science, but these new graduates are generally too recent to have attained
leadership positions appropriate to this marketing campaign. Therefore, the influence of
institutional type impacts not only the internal modest, careful maintenance of the online
HCM Certificate program, but also virtually ensures that the lack of external emphasis
will restrict the online HCM Certificate to a single program for the foreseeable future.
The dearth of “champions” or spokeswomen for its marketing campaigns will persist in
what the Lifelong Learning administrators referred to as a classic “catch-22” situation, so
long as the online program remains small.
Summary
This chapter presented the findings from each case that capture what faculty and
administrators say and do about online education programs at each of three institutional
types: a mid-sized, public associate college, a large private research extensive university,
and a small, private liberal arts college. The chapter provides a within-case analysis for
each site included in the study, which lays the groundwork for the cross-case analysis that
will follow in Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 5
COMPARISONS ACROSS CASES
Introduction
This study has focused on the initiation of online education programs at three
distinctly different institutions: a large private research extensive university, a mid-sized
public associate college, and a small private liberal arts college, seeking richly descriptive
responses to research questions regarding what faculty and administrators say and do
about online programs. The first research question inquires simply about what faculty and
administrators say, whether there are any observable differences between the two groups,
and what values and beliefs members of each group express in their conversations about
online education. A second research question lays out the factors that influence what
faculty and administrators say, seeking to understand the extent to which each of these
contextual factors shapes discourse within a case site. The third research question
framing this study asks what faculty and administrators actually do in response to online
education programs. Taken together, these research questions have guided this study.
The findings from each case site begin to address all three questions, drawing out
similarities and differences within each case site. Building on those findings, this chapter
will focus on the similarities and differences across cases, concentrating on the seven
factors that influence discourse and behavior about online programs:
1.

alignment of personal and professional narratives to the goals of the online
program,

2.

faculty status, rank and career stage,

3.

participants’ memberships in administrative or faculty culture,
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4.

collaboration between the groups during program development,

5.

academic discipline,

6.

faculty perceptions about the extent and kinds of support that administrators
provide for teaching online, and

7.

institutional type.

First, this chapter will include a section that summarizes the key similarities and
differences between faculty and administrator discourse and behavior in relation to online
programs across the cases. This section will establish the similarities and differences
between each site, forming the basis for closer analysis of the seven factors that influence
discourse and behavior at all three sites.
Second, this chapter will include a section that closely examines the seven factors
that influence faculty and administrator discourse and behavior. This section will also
explain how the factors operate in the context of developing and sustaining an online
program at each site and why it is significant to scholars and practitioners of higher
education. Particular attention will be devoted to instances of interplay, where two or
more factors impact one another in combination. This section of the chapter will be most
useful for those who are involved in studying, planning or implementing similar types of
programs within a variety of institutional, cultural, disciplinary, and career-related
contexts. A deeper understanding of how each factor influences program implementation
across the sites will provide scholars and practitioners with a way to identify which
factors and combinations might impact online programs within their own institutional
contexts.

Third, this chapter will also explore why little resistance to online programs,
while expected in this study, was barely perceptible at the third site. Building on the
results of a 2000 NEA faculty survey about nationwide perceptions of teaching online,
this third section will close with an explanation of why resistance to online programs may
have been largely absent from this particular study.
Fourth and finally, this chapter will summarize similarities and differences
between what faculty and administrators say and do across all three case sites,
highlighting the significance of the seven influential factors discernible throughout the
entire study. Scholars and practitioners who intend to better understand the growth and
development of online education may find these factors instructive as a starting place for
future inquiry and planning purposes, which will form the basis of the conclusions that
will follow in Chapter 6.
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Key Differences and Similarities between Cases
Why Online Programs? At each of the three sites included in this study,
participants articulated clear and often compelling reasons for their respective institutions
to venture into online programs. While participants at all three institutions agreed that
their online programs a) increased student access to their institutions and b) provided
flexibility for faculty, staff and students, there were some key differences between the
relative importance of these reasons that influenced the development of each online
program, and there were some additional reasons identified by each institution that did
not cross the cases.
Regarding access, for example, participants at CCA cited this reason as most
compelling for creating the online ASBA program, having established a tradition of
expanding access to programs via correspondence and cable broadcast long before the
internet became available for education. Both faculty and administrators at CCA referred
directly to the word “access’' emblazoned on their mission placards, and most of their
comments about the online ASBA program echoed the importance of increasing access to
students who are employed in the hospitality industry in particular. However, at
University D the original design for the online MSHE included either a weekend-hybrid
or a completely online option, indicating that the faculty and staff at University X
considered flexibility slightly more important than access to their particular population of
higher education professionals. Likewise, the online HCM Certificate program at
Baccalaureate College C was designed to serve three purposes simultaneously: increase
access to these specialized courses for a specific population of shift workers, provide
scheduling flexibility with shared required courses for degree-seeking traditional and

264

lifelong learners, and serve as a minor area of emphasis for those same degree-seeking
students.
Expanding access to an institution is generally accepted as a strategy for
increasing overall enrollment. Accordingly, administrators and faculty at University X
agreed that increasing enrollment in the School overall was a primary goal of the new
online MSHE program, and the revenue-sharing partnership with XeL provided
additional incentive at that institution. By contrast, only the administrators at CCA
described enrollment growth as a rationale for developing online programs; faculty
participants explained that they saw the online programs as serving more efficiently the
same students who otherwise might have taken years longer to complete their degrees in
the “off seasons.”
Finally, at Baccalaureate College C, only the Lifelong Learning administrators
recognized the potential of the online HCM Certificate program to attract new students,
and even they articulated the goal of “converting” these certificate-seeking online
students into matriculated evening and weekend lifelong learners, rather than
encouraging the “online only” students to complete the certificate program itself.
Most strikingly different between the cases were the underlying reasons for
developing the online HCM Certificate program at the small, private Baccalaureate
College C. Although the FIPSE grant focused on this particular academic program with a
few “experimental” courses in other subjects, administrators and faculty at the College
agree that the key component of the FIPSE was the purchase of basic technological
infrastructure needed for any online initiative. Therefore, the compelling reason for
developing the online HCM Certificate program at Baccalaureate College C was unique
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to that institution. Quite different but equally unique to CCA was the reason that the
online ASBA program was developed before any other degree program: the Business
department faculty wanted to teach this way. And finally, unique to University X were
the incentives provided by the partnership between XeL and the School of Education,
which existed only at this particular institution. In summary, the reasons for creating
online programs at each site differed: to obtain new resources, to expand access and
flexibility, and to increase enrollment.
Who are the Champions of Online Programs? Another similarity across all three
cases is the presence of champions for each online program included in this study. While
the roles and significance of these champions varied somewhat between the cases, there
is at least one identifiable champion or program advocate at each site. Champions play a
vital role in the planning and implementation of online programs across all three cases, as
later sections of this chapter will illustrate. The program champions at all three sites
figured prominently in the conversations of faculty and administrators alike.
At University X, every person who participated indicated that Dr. B was the
“heart and soul” of the online MSHE program. She was identified as both the original
architect and the chief custodian of the program, often in glowing terms from
participants. Similarly, all of the faculty members and a few administrators at CCA
described the leadership and vision of former Dean Walsh as instrumental in establishing
the infrastructure of online learning at the college. While former Chair J might well have
performed similar champion service for Baccalaureate College C as the author of the
FIPSE grant, the turbulence in his department between the FIPSE award and the period of
this study may have obscured the importance of his role, particularly because several of

266

the faculty participants in this study were hired after his death. For her steadfast service,
acclaim from the students, and willingness to share her knowledge with colleagues,
Assistant Professor W has emerged as the champion of the online HCM Certificate
program at Baccalaureate College C. When all others at the institution might have
abandoned the online HCM Certificate program, Professor W “did her thing,” continuing
to build and teach the online courses. Therefore, the extent to which each of these
programs was able to develop and ultimately launch depended upon the roles of these
champions at each institution included in this study. As the people primarily responsible
to create and relay communications about their online programs, the roles that each
champion played influenced discourse and behavior at each site.
What is the Future of the Online Program? Finally, faculty and administrators at
all three sites shared a desire for continued success in enrollment growth/maintenance
and in student satisfaction alike. For instance, even the non-participating full-time School
of Education faculty offered supportive sentiments to their newest colleague, Dr. B, for
the online MSHE program to succeed at University X. Administrators there described
bold visions for increasing enrollment to the point where additional specialized
curriculum tracks could be launched, as described in the original program outline. And of
course, the adjunct MSHE online faculty members believe that the online program is “the
future direction of higher education.” For University X, then, the future of the online
MSHE program seems positioned for very strong growth.
In slight contrast, the online ASBA program at CCA is a steadily growing
program where “you can't argue with these numbers,” according to Enrollment
administrators. While no future tracks are planned by the Business faculty at this time,
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the courses consistently fill from semester to semester, and the students whose careers
force relocation are now retained where they were formerly forced to transfer to another
institution. The future of the online ASBA program also appears to be serving as a model
to additional programs from other departments that are continuously added to the CCA
slate of online offerings. Now that the required general education courses are also
available online, the number of additional majors outside of Business continues to grow.
Finally, in contrast to the growth that is predicted at the other two sites, the online
HCM Certificate program at Baccalaureate College C will most likely continue to serve
its "triple duty” to the College, meeting the needs of a modest, stable number of onlineonly students who learn "screen-by-screen” beside their traditional and lifelong learning
counterparts who enroll in the online courses simply to add flexibility to their otherwise
classroom-based schedules. According to everyone at Baccalaureate College C, the future
for online programs looks exactly like the present: efficiency and stability are expected
for continuation. As a result, plans for growth and the overall enrollment status of the
program at Baccalaureate College C, at CCA, and at University X were also important
context within which participants discussed and behaved in relation to their online
programs.
Summary: Whether the online programs were developed primarily to expand
access or to increase flexibility, participants across case sites agreed that the programs
serve an important puipose at each institution included in this study. As a result, each of
the programs progressed from planning stages and to full implementation, where they
existed at the time of this study. Participants across all three cases also agreed on the
pivotal roles that program champions played at each site. From the visionary to the
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architect to the custodian, these roles may have varied slightly at each site, but all were
identified as instrumental in the development and eventual success of each program.
Lastly, participants across the cases agreed that the online programs have some
role to play in the future of the institution, whether that role involves aggressive, modest,
or perhaps no growth at all. As each of these findings across the cases illustrates, there
are many factors at play within each contextual setting that influence what faculty and
administrators say and do about online programs. The next section of this chapter will
focus on the most influential of these factors, illustrating the contextual differences
between these factors in evidence at each site included in this study.
Seven Factors that Influenced Discourse and Behavior across Cases
As the literature reviewed in preparation for this study suggested, several factors
influence discourse and behavior about online programs. This section teases out each
distinct factor that influenced faculty and administrator discourse and behavior across all
three case sites, ordering each factor from the personal (micro) level outward to the
institutional (macro) level of analysis, noting that each factor yielded slightly different
results at each case site, as Figure 1 illustrates:

Figure 1: Seven Factors that Influence Discourse and
College A, University X and Bacca aureate College C
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The remainder of this section will describe each factor in more detail, noting the
persistence of its influence across case sites, while highlighting the different results that
its influence yielded for each site. Where the influence of a factor interplays with another,
that interplay is noted in this section as well.
1. Alignment of Participant Narratives to the Goals of the Online Program:

Whether the individuals participating in all three online programs in this study are
faculty members or administrators, their own personal narratives have shaped their
perceptions of their organizations as well as the ways they make sense of the online
degree program. When faced with an organizational change, individuals attempt to make
sense of that change based on their own internal working models of understanding (Daft
and Weick, 1984; Weick, 1979, 1993; Bolman and Deal, 1997). In forming these models,
individuals tend to draw some elements from their perceptions of the organization’s
stated realities, such as formal structures, lines of authority, and ostensible goals; and at
the same time, from their own personal interests, aptitudes, experiences and goals to
further refine their internal models. As Birnbaum notes, “the simplicity of the narrative is
its power...” (2001, p. 227). In this way, individuals tend to frame their organizational
understandings in ways that align to their own interests or what they believe the
organization and the change should look like (Argyris 1957, 1973; March, 1958; Weick,
1979; Bolman and Deal, 1997).
Thus, this first personal narrative factor influences the contrasting perceptions of
individuals who identify a “tight alignment” between their own personal and professional
stories and the goals of the new online program, vs. those individuals who identify a
''loose alignment” between their personal/professional narratives and the new online
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program. A close analysis of the perceived degrees of difference between each of these
ends of the alignment spectrum will offer additional insight into the relative strength of
motivation that participants describe. As participants across cases discussed throughout
this study, their motivation for choosing to participate in planning and implementing the
new program varied according to their own perceptions of self in relation to the new
program.
Tight Alignment: Wherever participants in this study could articulate personal and

professional experiences that pre-disposed them to value the benefits of an online
program, these participants demonstrated a tight alignment between their own personal
and professional goals and the goals of the online program. For example, at CCA,
Business department faculty members were able to identify and empathize with the needs
of their students, mostly because their own personal narratives were so closely aligned to
those of their students, most of whom are employed in the hospitality industry. In this
case, the faculty members were intrinsically motivated to participate in building online
courses, evidenced by their nearly unanimous agreement that "we wanted to do this”
whether administrators were encouraging or rewarding development of online programs
or not. For the one faculty member who owns her own seasonal business, the value of
teaching online is strong. Dean Walsh and former President M also saw themselves as
leading the vanguard of community colleges that sought to expand access to students,
having established a leadership role for CCA in online education statewide. Likewise, a
senior technology administrator at CCA sees himself and his department as providing
“customer-friendly services” to students, whom he characterizes as used to
“buy[ing]...and banking] online” so that he can understand and accommodate their
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desire to learn online as well. For these administrators in particular, alignment between
personal perception and online ASBA goals is tight.
Similarly, at University X, the creator of the MSHE program, Dr. B, had earned
her doctoral degree in higher education, and had subsequently become a professional
consultant specializing in distance learning. Her personal story lends itself perfectly to
the creation of precisely the program that the MSHE would become for University X. In
addition, many of the adjunct MSHE faculty members Dr. B recruited had themselves
experienced the challenge of balancing their professional development against their jobrelated responsibilities, and found that traditional classroom programs were typically not
feasible. Recognizing how beneficial the online teaching opportunity would be to them,
these adjunct faculty members were very highly motivated to develop course materials
and teach online. As adjunct instructor W noted in particular, the online delivery method
offered him the opportunity to “...see what [students are] thinking...” Likewise, adjunct
instructor K observed his own desire to work with students who would become future
leaders of colleges after his own generation retires.
Finally, the most junior faculty member at Baccalaureate College C, Assistant
Professor W, has been described by her colleagues as the embodiment of the online HCM
Certificate program, having come from a leadership role in the healthcare management
industry, and having entered the academic profession as an adjunct faculty member
whose participation was only possible via her willingness to teach online.
Similarly, some administrators described personal and professional interests that
were tightly aligned with the goals of the online programs. Most noteworthy among these
administrators are the Distance Learning Director at CCA, the Vice President of
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Academic Programs at XeL for University X, and the Instructional Designer at
Baccalaureate College C. For each of these administrators, the very existence of their
units at their respective institutions depends on the success of online programs in general.
This is most clearly the case for Instructional Designer K at Baccalaureate College C,
whose position was created solely for the purpose of achieving the FIPSE-funded goals
of establishing an online HCM Certificate program and three exemplar courses in other
academic disciplines. Likewise, the Vice President of Academic Programs at XeL
expressed a strong interest in the success of the online MSHE program for reasons that
are very similar to those of the adjunct faculty: he has also earned his doctorate in higher
education administration, and understands the goals of this program more clearly than
those of other programs his group also supports: the online Engineering, Marketing, and
Science programs at University X. Finally, at CCA, the Executive Director of Distance
Learning has a long history of working with the online ASBA faculty members, most of
whom were the earliest pioneers of online courses at CCA. This fidelity to the "founding
faculty” is evident in her commitment to structuring her support staff schedules to better
support these faculty members in particular.
In these examples, the tight alignment between personal/professional experiences
and the goals of the new online program resulted in strong participation and advocacy for
success of the online program at each institution. The time that each of these participants
dedicated to creating courses, collaborating with technology and pedagogy specialists as
well as incorporating student feedback to improve the quality of their courses, and the
commitment that each individual demonstrated to achieving excellence in the programs
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were all outcomes based on the strength of their motivations to participate in programs
that aligned tightly to their own personal and professional sense of self.
Degrees of Difference: In each of these examples, there are slight degrees of

difference: while the CCA faculty members were willing participants, they would
certainly have continued to teach their non-traditional courses if the online program had
not been developed. In fact, the online ASBA courses may only constitute 2/5 of each
semester's regular workload as a general rule at CCA, a policy that restrains the potential
growth of online courses. Similarly, the full-time faculty members at Baccalaureate
College C were able to opt in or out of the online HCM Certificate program at will, with
no loss to their own status or to the department’s success. However, then-adjunct W
would have had very little opportunity to teach at the College if the program had failed
completely. Her motivation to dedicate her time and expertise to this program was much
higher as an individual than that of any of her full-time colleagues during development of
this program.
However, because there was an enrolled campus-based version of the HCM
Certificate available, instructor W would have been able to offer an occasional evening
and weekend class for this program, whenever her then full-time job in healthcare
administration allowed her the travel time. The stakes were high for success of the online
program mainly because that asynchronous format expanded the potential contribution
that W could make to the College. Likewise, for the adjunct MSHE faculty members, the
stakes in success of this online program were considerably higher still: absent this online
program, most of the current adjunct faculty members who reside more than a day’s drive
from the campus would be unable to teach for University X at all.
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Similar high stakes are evident among some administrators as well. After the
infrastructure-related FIPSE goals were accomplished at Baccalaureate College C, the
ongoing need for Mr. K's position in the face of discontinued grant-funding presented a
budgetary challenge for the new Director of Information Technology. However, it was
largely due to the success of the online HCM Certificate program and the ongoing
interest in offering additional sections of the online Nursing, Education and Psychology
courses that Mr. K’s position was retained during a reorganization of that unit. The stakes
for success in the online HCM Certificate program and related online courses couldn’t be
any higher for this administrator; hence, his motivation to participate was extremely
strong.
More generally, the Distance Learning unit at CCA was established to provide the
infrastructure for online programs across the entire college, rather than focused
specifically on the online ASBA program. Still, the motivation to support these faculty
members in particular was strong because of the personal relationships formed between
the ASBA faculty members and the Distance Learning administrators. However, recent
organizational changes at CCA have moved Distance Learning out from Academic
Affairs and placed it under the purview of Information Technology, the impact of which
was not yet evident in the scope of this study. We may speculate from the reorganization
meetings that motivation to support the online ASBA program will continue to be strong,
but the degree of this motivation is certainly less intense at CCA than for Mr. K at
Baccalaureate College C. Similarly, the broadest goal of the XeL unit at University X is
to expand enrollments across the entire University via online programs, of which, the
MSHE is only one program. While the Vice President of Academic Programs certainly
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mentioned his particular appreciation for the online MSHE program, his motivation to
participate in this program is substantially diffused by his need to participate in the
success of many online programs for the University.
Loose Alignment: At the other end of the spectrum, the stakes for participating in

the development and expansion of online programs were markedly lower for those
individuals who identified their own personal and professional goals only loosely in
relation to the goals of the online program. At University X, the full-time Education
faculty members could clearly see the value of online courses to their own Science
Instruction, ESL Instruction, and Administrative (Principal Certification) Leadership
programs. However, their own areas of expertise were already enjoying the benefits of
occasional online courses, and their workloads were fully met in their own programs.
Therefore, the proposal from Director L for a new master's program in Higher Education
resulted in a very loose connection between how these faculty members perceived their
own goals for the School and how little interest they showed in achieving the goals of the
MSHE program itself. Their benign disinterest in this program resulted in nominal
support for expansion of the department in a general sense: that is, they selected Director
L knowing that he would garner more resources to the School. However, full time School
of Education faculty did contribute their direct participation in the program - none chose
to develop or teach any of the new MSHE online courses, judging these to be outside of
their own areas of scholarly expertise.
Similarly, some of the full-time faculty members in the Business department at
Baccalaureate College C experienced a slightly different variant of this loose alignment.
While some Business faculty members chose to develop or teach an online course as their
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own needs for scheduling flexibility or their own interests in satisfying their curiosity
about the experience of teaching online, some other faculty members chose not to
participate in the online HCM Certificate program at all. Faculty members in the
Business department were able to make these choices because the courses for this
program were also offered in classroom-based formats, and their participation online was
not mandated by any administrative requirements. Even among those faculty members in
Nursing who chose to develop and offer online courses, much of the emphasis was placed
on the convenience of online courses during the campus construction phase of the Health
Sciences division. Years after those first FIPSE courses were developed to alleviate the
waiting lists and campus space limitations, no substantial increase in number of online
sections has occurred. In fact, faculty members mentions that those students enrolled in
Pharmacology online courses tend to fare best when they come to campus for face-toface tutoring. Further emphasizing this skepticism towards the online courses, the newest
FIPSE grant in Nursing, will focus on developing a classroom-based masters program
that does not include online courses at all. Finally, at CCA, those faculty members whose
main priorities were to establish a candidacy for tenure or to offer general education
courses chose not to participate in the initial development of the online ASBA program,
and their subsequent teaching loads stay below the 2/5 per semester cap on online
teaching, averaging about 1/10 per year.
These Business faculty members expressed very loose alignment between their
own personal and professional goals and the goals of the online ASBA program. The fact
that it took more than six years for the required physical or health education and lab
science courses to be offered online also indicates that faculty members outside of
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Business recognized very little motivation to participate in achieving a complete online
ASBA program for students employed in the hospitality field.
Administrators at all three sites also weighed in with some significantly looser
alignment of their professional goals to the goals of each online programs. Most notable
among these are the Lifelong Learning and Student Advising administrators at
Baccalaureate College C. Professionals in both areas saw a fundamental shortcoming in
the online HCM Certificate program in the context of the holistic and interpersonally
intense nature of the liberal arts experience. These administrators expressed skepticism
for the role of the online HCM Certificate program in the College overall, and for
students, recognized only its potential to draw them in to an on-campus experience that
more closely aligned with these administrators’ own perceptions of what is most valuable
about Baccalaureate College C. For this reason, the Lifelong Learning administrators
characterized the online HCM Certificate program as “just a piece of paper” and as a
“hard sell” in ways that are similar to the Marketing Director at University X.
Because he is responsible to market all of the programs at the School of
Education, Mr. H described his main goal for the online MSHE program as “getting the
word out and getting the program a reputation.” Having attained these goals for the
School’s ESL and Science Instruction programs, his own alignment to the goals of the
online MSHE program were only loosely connected by this unifying thread.
Based on this same broader perspective of supporting many programs for the
entire institution, the same loose alignment was mentioned by the Admissions and
Marketing administrators at CCA. Viewing the availability of every course required to
earn the ASBA online as "almost a non-event,” these administrators instead tended to
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generalize the success of the online programs as just another avenue for access by all
students, rather than as an achievement of a program-specific goal for a particular
audience of hospitality students.
Degrees of Difference: Just as there are slight degrees of difference among those

participants with tight alignment, the same is true for those with loose alignment between
their personal narratives and the goals of the new program. The full-time faculty
members at University X were not only able to effectively ignore the development of the
online MSHE program, but they were also able to benefit indirectly from its success.
Receiving additional funding to the School budget, based on the revenue-sharing model
in place between XeL and the online MSHE program rendered the impact of non¬
participating faculty members’ loose alignment similar to that of the non-participating
faculty at Baccalaureate College C. Like the non-participating faculty at University X,
those who did not participate in the online courses at Baccalaureate College C enjoyed
indirect benefits from the success of the online HCM Certificate program. The
classroom-based versions of required courses such as BUA 110, for instance, had lower
class sizes because the online versions of these courses met the needs of those students
whose schedules preferred the online format. Quite differently for CCA, however, non¬
participating faculty members of the online ASBA program actually felt a bit of peer
pressure from within their own department to participate, in spite of their concerns about
teaching online. Conversely, there was no administrative or peer pressure placed upon the
non-participating CCA faculty members in physical and health education or lab sciences
who took several years to offer required courses in the online format.
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These degrees of difference were also evident among the administrators with
loose alignment between their own goals and the goals of the online programs. While the
skepticism from Lifelong Learning and Student Advising administrators may be
potentially destructive to recruitment efforts that the faculty members and Chair A have
invested in this program, the parallel disinterest on the part of CCA Marketing and
Admissions administrators in promoting the online ASBA program separately does not
appear to have had a negative effect on steady enrollment patterns. Likewise at
University X, the somewhat stilted efforts of the in-School Marketing Director at “getting
a reputation” for the MSHE program have been more than compensated for in the
overwhelming success that Program Director Dr. B and her supporters at XeL have
experienced in their Open House events.
Discussion: Alignment between each individual’s perceptions of personal and

professional goals and the goals of the online program is an important factor that
influences motivation and subsequent participation of those individuals in each program.
The tighter this alignment, the stronger the degree to which each individual will express
and indeed, provide support to the success of the online program. Conversely, the looser
the alignment, the lesser the degree to which each individual will express and provide
support to the online program.
2. Faculty Status, Rank and Career Stage: Because of the unique roles faculty
members play in relation to online programs, there is a lot to be learned by further
analyzing variations in their discourse and behavior that stem from these roles. While two
of the three cases included in this study confirm the NSOPF survey data from the late
1990s that demonstrates most faculty who teach online are full-time, tenure track
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professionals, there was one notable exception to this trend: University X. As Leslie
warns, there are “hidden costs” to the use of an entirely contingent faculty which are
currently borne by the Program Director, Dr. B (Leslie, 2006). At this early point in the
evolution of the online MSHE program, Dr. B serves as the central advisor to all graduate
students in the program, while the adjunct faculty teach the courses. However, the
sustainability and eventually, the scalability of this model may pose a future challenge
that University X has not yet addressed in their planning documents or conversations
about the online MSHE program. For the full-time Education faculty who offer
occasional courses online, the advising load continues to remain at similar levels in spite
of this different delivery method. However, any plans to increase enrollment in the online
MSHE program will result in a disproportionate load of advisees to the current Program
Director, Dr. B.
At this same site, there is also a danger that faculty roles will become “bifurcated”
into high and low status “castes” among the faculty (Leslie, 2006). Evidence of this
possibility is already apparent from the unfamiliarity of each School of Education faculty
group with the other. Very few of the participants from either group could refer to a
member of the other group by name, which signifies that there is a clear division or
bifurcation happening in this department. That the adjunct MSHE faculty members are
relegated to a lesser “caste” was not necessarily evident in any of the conversations or
observations included in this study, but the likelihood of this perception persists as a
potential consequence as the program continues to grow and mature at University X.
By contrast, the evolution of a former adjunct instructor into a tenure-track
position provides strong evidence that Baccalaureate College C recognizes the
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importance of a fully committed, full-time faculty member with responsibilities to the
entire department, in addition to teaching online. As both Chair A and Acting President P
pointed out, the online HCM Certificate program is already serving “triple duty” as an
interdisciplinary program that serves current majors and minors in the department along
with its role to serve an entirely new set of prospective students. Although Adjunct
Instructor P will continue to offer an additional online course every semester now that
Assistant Professor W has been appointed to a tenure line, it is also evident that Instructor
P may be a strong candidate for the remaining tenure line position in the department.
Although the Acting President explains that transitioning from adjunct to a tenure line
position is “common” at Baccalaureate College C, national trends indicate that only 12.5
percent of all new full-time hires at private baccalaureate colleges had previously worked
as adjunct faculty at their hiring institution (NCES, 2006, p. 10).
Similarly, there are only a handful of adjunct instructors who offer online courses
at CCA: drawn either from the long-time adjunct instructors living just outside
convenient commuting distance, or in one notable instance, from a retired full-time
professor. Perhaps the influence of the strong bargaining unit at CCA will continue to
exert pressure on the College to keep its assignment of adjunct faculty in balance with
state and local agreements. While this balance applies to the employment of adjuncts
overall, it seems to be holding true in the online ASBA program as well. The use of
adjunct faculty members at CCA is a negotiated balance that has been observed by the
faculty and administrators long before the ASBA program was delivered online.
Rank and Career Stage: Interests, Motivation and Resistance: As illustrated in

earlier sections of this chapter, across all three cases, the more personally interested a
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faculty member was in the goals and benefits of teaching online, the more likely he or she
was to participate in teaching. However, the opposing influence of rank and career stage
were evident as a specific counterforce in two of the cases, where faculty members either
resisted the invitation to participate, or specified that their participation would only occur
in conjunction with their own needs. In the case of CCA, the initial resistance that the
junior faculty members described was directly attributable to their assistant (non-tenured)
rank. In addition, the reassurance they received came from senior, tenured colleagues
who had decades of experience with the department, and more importantly, the College’s
compliance with the state-mandated tenure appointment system. Therefore, faculty rank
and career stage directly influenced the exchange in these conversations and subsequent
behaviors.
Finally, at Baccalaureate College C, the influence of rank and career stage seems
to have had an almost counter-intuitive impact on participation in the online HCM
Certificate program by the current faculty members. Perhaps because this case study
occurred during the end of a long period of turbulence, or perhaps simply due to the
idiosyncratic hiring process at this College, the faculty member most likely to participate
in the online program at this site was its newest adjunct at the outset of the grant. That
same adjunct has now emerged as its strongest leader and its most junior tenure-track
faculty member. There were, however, also influences of career stage evident in the
comments from Professor D, who has spent several decades serving the department in
whatever capacity he has been called upon to fill. As he acknowledged, the online option
has its advantages, but he also valued the luxury of being in a position to decline
participating when many of his colleagues at the time did so as well.
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Discussion: The influence of faculty status, rank, and career stage was yet another

factor that influenced the discourse and subsequent behaviors at all three sites included in
this study. While there were both similarities and differences among and between faculty
and administrators at all the sites, there was an unmistakable selection of participation
made by each individual that resulted in an interplay between personal alignment and
career factors. For scholars and practitioners who plan to continue working on these types
of programs, these interplays are extremely important to recognize as important
influences upon what college professionals are likely to say and do about online
education programs in a variety of institutional settings.
3. Administrator and Faculty Roles and Cultural Influences: All participants in

this study identified themselves as having participated in one or more academic cultural
groups (e.g. faculty or administrators). The literature reviewed in Chapter 2 presented
several frameworks within which academic cultures might be viewed as discrete sets or
groupings of faculty vs. administrators (Birnbaum, 1988; Kuh & Whitt, 1988; Bergquist,
1992; Luterbach, 2003; Ayers, 2004). However, many participants in this study described
the complexities of their cultural memberships based on the "cross-cultural” roles that
they play in a variety of settings.
As scholars who have applied taxonomies with multiple “frames” at work
simultaneously within an organization have theorized, observers will invariably identify
elements of most categories in play simultaneously, at most institutions, most of the time.
Such is the case with each of the three sites included in this study. Because there are
many interplays between institutional type, academic disciplinary influences, and the
many ways in which organizational beliefs, values, and behaviors can be “framed,” this
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section of the chapter will focus primarily on “the four cultures of the academy”
(Berquist, 1992) with some attention to the four institutional types in the “cybernetic”
complex higher educational context (Birnbaum, 1988) and wherever applicable, the “four
frames” espoused by Bolman and Deal (1997) for each institution included in this study.
Interplay at CCA: By virtue of its faculty and staff unions, the predominant

institutional culture that one might expect to find at CCA falls into the negotiating culture
(Berquist, 1992) where agents and actors navigate their way through a “bureaucratic”
environment (Birnbaum, 1988) by viewing and framing most of their organizational
interactions through the “political frame” (Bolman and Deal, 1997). When viewed
through these lenses simultaneously, the primary categorizations present a somewhat
simplified portrait of CCA. The reality at CCA is, of course, more subtly nuanced and
complex than this caricature suggests. The primary influence of the negotiating culture
does influence what the faculty say in terms of teaching load, compensation, and
contracts. Similarly, the administrators’ “perception problem” of the “virtual work day”
is another data point supporting this cultural view.
However, as a bureaucratic institutional type, CCA also displays strong elements
of the “managerial culture” as well, particularly among its academic administrators and
top-level leadership, many of whom view the organization through the “structural frame”
(Bolman and Deal, 1997) to make sense of its many campus locations, contracted labor
units, and functional departments. In this particular case, the new president was
consumed with the task of reorganizing the personnel, so that many versions of illustrated
organizational charts were available on the college web site, and were on the desks of the
administrators who characterized their experiences of the recent changes as "musical
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chairs’' on those charts. These cultural and organizational influences among faculty and
administrators also left room for some aspects of the “developmental culture” which was
particularly evident in the ways that faculty members adjusted to the new technologies
for teaching online. Often described as the “healing place” between the managerial and
the collegial culture, the developmental culture encourages innovation, experimentation,
and flexible compromise between institutional priorities (valued by the managerial
culture) and individualistic priorities (valued by the collegial culture) (Bergquist, 1992).
This developmental influence at CCA draws from both of these roots, demonstrating that,
to a limited extent, all of Berquist's four cultures are in evidence at CCA.
Interplay at University X: The same complex dynamic interplays are evident at

University X, a complex “anarchy” where full-time faculty are extremely committed
members of the collegial culture with some developmental tendencies, particularly
towards entrepreneurial pursuit of external resources, and where the managerial XeL unit
seeks enrollment expansion by collaborating regularly with the more developmentallyoriented School of Education and MSHE Program Director, Drs. L and B.
In this complex environment, the adjunct MSHE faculty members cross cultures:
by day, they operate as administrators at their own “home” institutions, where they may
be by turns managerially or developmentally inclined, or where they may be, as in the
case of the practicing attorneys, primarily negotiating. By night (or weekends or early
mornings, or even during lunch breaks) these adjunct MSHE faculty members become
more collegial and developmental, practicing their own expertise with nascent
professionals online and incoiporating diverse perspectives of other experts in their
online classes. Because these particular adjunct faculty members espouse institution-wide
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values in their '“day jobs,” their conversations throughout this study tended to frame
issues through all of the Bolman and Deal perspectives: structural, as they described their
challenges in teaching part time for their own institutions; human resource, as they placed
a high value on the personal and professional rewards they derived from teaching;
political, as they discussed the challenges their own institutions faced in determining how
online education would figure into their growth strategies, especially knowing the success
they were experiencing at University X; and finally, symbolic, as they described their
perceptions of the technology leadership “saga” and its champions at University X.
Interplay at Baccalaureate College C: Finally, the collegial nature of

individualistic faculty members was clearly the dominant discourse at Baccalaureate
College C. From the characterizations of Acting President P, who had occupied every
conceivable role at the College, to the “figuring it out for myself’ that the newest
Assistant Professor W described, the primary influence at this “collegial” college
(Birnbaum, 1988) emanates from the collegial culture. However, the emphasis that this
institution places on teaching also draws strong values from the developmental culture,
particularly in the act of sharing teaching practices observed at this College.
. Even the administrators at the College tend to “go their own way” in recruiting
and advising the students, particularly as they negotiate among various structural
departments to plan recruiting campaigns, for example. As Bolman and Deal would
characterize their behavior in the “political frame” the Business department faculty
members have formed coalitions to promote the online HCM Certificate program with
their colleagues in Nursing and with the administrators in Marketing and Lifelong
Learning (1997). In addition, because resources have been so scarce for so long, and
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especially because this case study occurred at the precise moment of this community’s
mourning, the symbolic frame was an extremely strong influence on their discourse
(Bolman and Deal, 1997). Most publications honored their “lost hero” and many
conversations began with reverent memories of all that she had contributed to the
College's survival and growth over the previous two decades.
Discussion: The influence of cultural and organizational frameworks on what

faculty and administrators say and do about their online programs allows us to view their
conversations and actions through multiple lenses. Like the “kaleidoscope,” the overlay
of these lenses casts into relief various perceptions that would otherwise look very
different, absent the interplay of these views (Bolman and Deal, 1997). As we inquire
about the sense that faculty and administrators make of their shared experiences in
planning and implementing an online degree program, the most important concept to bear
in mind is that these factors constantly interact with one another.
The participants in this study were sometimes aware of the impact that these
forces had upon their programs. For example, at all three sites, the pursuit of scarce
financial resources influenced what participants said about their programs. At CCA, the
allocation of administrative operating funds to centralized support infrastructures, rather
than to negotiated contract stipends or overload credit payments, was recognized and
acknowledged as appropriate by participating faculty and administrators alike. Similarly,
at University X, the full-time faculty members and the administrators at the School and at
the XeL “Company” also recognized the value of shared revenue arrangements to their
collaborative work, in spite of the fact that the actual labor that produced these revenues
came from the adjunct faculty members. Finally, at Baccalaureate College C, the constant

288

praise that faculty and administrators alike heaped on to the online HCM Certificate
program for its “stability” and “triple duty” reflected an acute awareness of resource
shortages. Whether participants identified their cultural memberships as those of simple,
collegial faculty groups in a small, private liberal arts college, or as multi-faceted, dual
managerial and developmental memberships for several complex universities, these
memberships influenced what they said and how they engaged in online learning
programs at all three institutions.
4. Collaboration during Development of the Online Program: Each of the

programs included in this study had a unique set of circumstances surrounding its origins,
beginning with the institutions’ common rationale for developing a program in the first
place: to expand access and/or to increase flexibility. However, each program followed
different developmental paths, based on which member of shared governance systems
took a leadership role at various points along the way to program implementation.
Therefore, the amount and frequency of collaboration between faculty and administrators
involved in the online program also influenced discourse and behavior at all three sites.
Faculty-Led Initiatives Two of the three programs included in this study were

faculty-led initiatives at the outset: the Business faculty-authored version of the online
ASBA program at CCA and the Business faculty-authored successful FIPSE-funded
version of the online HCM Certificate program at Baccalaureate College C. According to
most traditional scholarship of faculty responsibility for curriculum oversight in shared
governance, these program origins remain faithful to the twentieth-century academic
social contract (Schuster and Finkelstein, 2006, pp. 350-352). According to Schuster and
Finkelstein, the two faculty-led initiatives at CCA and Baccalaureate College C are in
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keeping with the academic oversight tenet of this social contract: “...faculty - and only
faculty - have the special expertise required to formulate and implement educationally
sound academic and curricular policy: faculty are essential custodians of all aspect of
academic policy” (pp. 350-351).
Faculty-led initiatives have the advantage of earning buy-in from those who will
carry out the core responsibilities in a new delivery format such as an online program. As
such, faculty participation in developing the curriculum will tend to be high, especially
where the individual faculty members, as the preceding section of this chapter illustrated,
have strong intrinsic motivation to develop the new program. In both the CCA and the
Baccalaureate College C cases, the faculty members from their respective Business
departments also shared membership in a high-consensus academic discipline, a factor
that will be explored further in a subsequent area of this section. As faculty-led
initiatives, both Business programs were also further strengthened by the applied nature
of their academic discipline.
Advancing the program planning at CCA proved equally time-consuming at both
institutions, for very different reasons. That is, at CCA, the faculty-led initiative
emanating from the Business department did very little to inspire or compel faculty
colleagues from physical and health or lab sciences to offer courses online in service to
the AS BA program. This reliance on the voluntary participation of colleagues across
departments represents one of the drawbacks to a faculty-led initiative: absent a
centralized vision strengthened by incentives or mandates, faculty will move forward as
their own individual and department interests advance, whether that slows program
development for a faculty-led initiative of the Business department or not.
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By contrast, at Baccalaureate College C, the faculty-led FIPSE initiative did not
depend on any courses outside of Business, and the program originally had buy-in from
nearly every member of that department in the late 1990s. However, due to unrelated
individual developments among those original faculty members, the membership of the
department underwent nearly complete turnover during the exact period for development
of the online HCM Certificate program. Voluntary faculty participation dwindled from all
to a few to just one over the intervening years. As a result, responsibility for development
and implementation of the online HCM Certificate program eventually rested on the
shoulders of just one faculty member who believed strongly in its goals: adjunct
instructor W. The program might have completely ended, were her own personal
circumstances to have changed as those of her full-time colleagues had over the course of
those six critical years of turmoil for the Business department.
Throughout program development at both CCA and Baccalaureate College C,
though, faculty commitment to students and to ongoing course development remained
extremely high, even in the number of faculty was extremely low. While administrators
at both CCA and Baccalaureate College C provided whatever centralized institutional
support their budgets would allow in the form of software and technology personnel,
there was no development funding at CCA, and there were only modest grant stipends
available for each course at Baccalaureate College C for the three-year duration of the
FIPSE funding. After that, Adjunct instructor W continued to develop the few remaining
courses based on the same intrinsic motivation that her counterpart full-time faculty
members at CCA demonstrated from the beginning: a desire to “...do this, anyway.”
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Similarly, the faculty at both case sites paid particular attention to the notion of
student success in the online courses as a desired goal. While administrators who
participated in this study tended to characterize this desired outcome as “customer
satisfaction,” faculty members tended to refer to it as “retention” and as part of their
“quality course improvement” process. Faculty participants at both sites observed and
engaged the feedback from their students in each successive iteration of their online
courses, demonstrating that these particular faculty members were most concerned with
creating circumstances conducive to student success in mastering the course materials.
Whether they discussed their propensity to re-organize course software to be clearer to
students or whether they paid particular attention to adding successively more detailed
instructions for anticipating student questions, the faculty at both of these sites led the
way in retaining and satisfying their students’ perceptions of the online courses. This
commitment to high quality is yet another benefit inherent in the faculty-led initiative.
Finally, the disconnection between having achieved the goal and what that
achievement means to the institution overall is a relatively minor, yet noticeable
drawback to the faculty-led initiatives at both of these sites. At CCA, the Marketing and
Admissions administrators’ characterization of the fully online degree as “almost a nonevent” stands in direct contrast with the feeling of exuberance that faculty leaders of the
AS BA program described. Perhaps if the central or top administrators had been focusing
on this goal, the college-wide administrative offices might have been more inclined to
celebrate this success in subsequent marketing and admissions campaigns.
To a lesser extent, this was also the case at Baccalaureate College C, where very
little had been done to market and promote the online HCM Certificate program before
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Assistant Professor W was hired on full-time. She is now actively promoting the program
in collaboration with Lifelong Learning and Marketing administrators who have finally
acknowledged that the program merits a line in the brochures and recruiting materials
they produce. In spite of this recent collaboration, too, some of these same administrators
continue to express doubt about whether the online HCM Certificate program can fulfill
more than a ‘‘conversion” role in drawing lifelong learners in to the online courses as a
means for recruiting them to an evening or weekends-only full degree program.
Administrator-Led Initiative While this last drawback of a faculty-led initiative

suggests administrator-led initiatives might enjoy more centralized marketing and
admissions promotional efforts, this advantage may certainly come at some cost in the
trade-off. Schuster and Finkelstein (2006) point out that those recent changes to the
twenty-first century academic social contract which give rise to more administrator-led
program initiatives pose a direct challenge to faculty oversight of the curriculum. As a
result, they predict that “faculty participation in governance likely will diminish further
as the burden of devoting time to governance now must be borne by a smaller cadre of
faculty” (p. 352). Illustrating this point precisely, the online MSHE program was initiated
by Director L, as a way to carry out his charge to expand the School of Education and
earn more resources for its current programs. By participating in the needs analysis
process with the centralized entrepreneurial XeL unit of the University, Director L knew
that he could leverage these findings to develop a program that emerged not from current
faculty capacity to create something new as faculty might perceive to be needed based on
their experiences with current students, but instead, as a new program in response to
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demonstrated unmet need in the marketplace outside the immediate University
population.
This significant departure from the internally-driven faculty-led new program
initiatives sets the online MSHE program apart from previously developed programs at
the School. As an administrator-led initiative at the outset, the MSHE project continued
to advance outside the full-time faculty purview under the direction of a newly-appointed
consultant: Dr. B's initial assignment. Her consultant’s report proposed both a hybrid and
an online delivery format, as well as several tracks or concentrations of study for the
program. As an administrator-led initiative, these recommendations went first to the
Marketing and Admissions administrators at both the School and XeL, whose next task
was to test the marketplace for receptivity to these options. This step is completely
different from anything that occurred at either of the other two case sites, where field
testing was essentially conducted on the individual course and current student feedback
levels. At University X, however, initial market survey feedback and application trends
allowed administrators to decide before the first class was even offered, that only the
online version would launch, and at that, only the generic leadership track would enroll
enough students to warrant the courses Dr. B proposed for that track in her consultant’s
report. The additional elective courses would have to await development until market
data indicated sufficient interest to offer them.
At this point in the online MSHE program’s development, the administrator-led
nature of the initiative launched into its final stage of faculty recruitment for course
development and teaching. As was the case at Baccalaureate College C, administrators
secured funds to offer as incentive payments for developing the online curriculum.
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However, unlike Baccalaureate College C, the funds at University X came directly from
the School's operating budget, with the promise that these would be replaced by a share
of tuition revenue under a special arrangement with XeL that did not apply to tuition
revenue for any other program offered at the School. The promise of these renewable
revenue streams allowed Director L to leverage “start up” funds from the School’s
operational budget, and to reward faculty members in the department with the promise of
additional discretionary funds for purchases, travel and expenditures from the entirely
new tuition-based source.
The disadvantage to this administrator-led approach was a reliance upon a single
program champion that poses the same risks for University X that appeared in the case of
Baccalaureate College C. At a certain point in the course development efforts for both the
online HCM Certificate program and the online MSHE program, complete and total
reliance was placed upon either adjunct instructor W in the one case, or on Assistant
Professor B in the other case. Should either of these individuals have chosen to leave the
institutions, the vulnerability to both programs would have been revealed. However, in
the case of University X, the drawback is further compounded by the high likelihood that
Dr. B will continue to deal with this challenge as her reliance on a completely contingent
workforce is a structural element of her program. By contrast, the advantage that Chair A
and Assistant Professor W now enjoy at Baccalaureate College C is the ready availability
of one or more full-time faculty members whose personal needs align to the occasional
online course, right in the department.
At University X, Dr. B must constantly face the possibility that one of the
attorneys, public policy leaders, or full-time administrators employed full-time at other
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organizations may opt out of participating in the program on very short notice, the major
trade-off that reliance on a contingent workforce presents. As Schuster and Finkelstein
characterize it, the decreasing size of the tenure system nationwide is accompanied by a
companion decrease in mutual loyalty between faculty and institution. This drawback in
the administrator-led program will continue to threaten not only the stability of the online
MSHE program, but also its ability to ensure consistent high-quality, should its
centralized faculty champion no longer participate in the program for any reason.
Discussion: Whether faculty-led or administrator-led, both types of new online

programs face significant challenges at every stage of development and implementation.
The influence of these two development models on discourse about and engagement in
the new program is clear: collaboration during either model is crucial. How an individual
institution arrives at making the choice between the two models will vary based on the
particular constraints and resources available at different institutional types, among
different academic disciplines, based on the dynamics of faculty and administrative
cultures, and given the ready supply of faculty members who may or may not participate
based on their rank, status or career stage.
5. Academic Discipline: Both the Baccalaureate College C online HCM
Certificate program and the Community College A online ASBA program emanate from
Business departments at their respective institutions. As a discipline on the lowerconsensus, “soft” end of the academic spectrum, where ways of knowing and approaches
to inquiry are open to debate among divergent members of this “academic tribe,”
Business is also a highly “applied” area of study (Becher and Trowler, 2001). As a result,
both programs included in this study drew from the knowledge and expertise of several
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faculty members to develop each online program. At CCA, the department size and
composition at the time the ASBA was created for online delivery was both larger and
more stable than the department at Baccalaureate College C where the online HCM
Certificate program was developed. As a result, there were many more Business faculty
members who participated in creating the ASBA program than the HCM Certificate
program. However, to the extent that the online HCM Certificate program required a
specialized course (Financial Management) that was outside the expertise of its primary
faculty author, Assistant Professor W, another faculty member in the Business
department did create that particular course. In this way, the members of this “academic
tribe” were acknowledging that the core concepts in this particular course adhered to
methods and “codes” that were too highly specialized for the faculty expert in healthcare
management. Similarly, at CCA, the preferred course development mechanism was for
each "owner” of a particularly specialized knowledge domain to become the primary
course author.
Like Business, the Education discipline is also at the lower-end of the consensus
spectrum, where knowledge and inquiry are contested as a matter of course (Becher and
Trowler, 2001). In such a disciplinary environment, the choice Dr. B made to recruit the
top experts in the nation for each course she planned to have created in the online MSHE
program is appropriate to her own membership in this “academic tribe.” In fact, many of
the adjunct MSHE faculty members discussed the exciting podcast technology as a way
for them to literally “incorporate many voices” into their virtual classrooms, allowing the
students to benefit from diverse perspectives. That the adjunct faculty MSHE course
developers would turn naturally to the possibilities that this new technology facilitates
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also signifies that they are attuned to and acting in accordance with the accepted cultural
norms of their low-consensus field of study. The more contrastive voices they are able to
include in their courses, the more effectively they feel they are representing knowledge as
it is accepted in their academic discipline.
Discussion: The influence of academic discipline on what faculty and

administrators say about these online programs was evident not only in the “code” that
many participants used to describe certain aspects of their programs, but also in the
language they employed when referring to activities that occurred within their
departments (Becher and Trowler, 2001). For example, at both CCA and Baccalaureate
College C, both faculty members and administrators referred frequently to “customer
service” and “student satisfaction” as interchangeable concepts. Similarly, these faculty
members tended to employ linguistic terms from the management domain such as “buy
in” and “value proposition” and “value added” in the course of their conversations. These
references bore striking similarity to the language that administrators, particularly
Marketing, College Relations, and Admissions administrators, from all three sites used
when they discussed the online programs. This overlap of language “code” from the
management discipline is clearly an effect of shared cultural experiences through reading
and socialization (Becher and Trowler, 2001).
In a slightly different way, both the adjunct and the full time Education faculty at
University X focused on language that was highly specific to their discipline. Specific
and numerous references to “deep learning” and “engagement with the learning
community” and “achieving cognitive goals and objectives” marked the faculty language
in contrast to the administrators throughout the three sites included in this study.
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Administrators tended to refer to similar concepts by using very different language
choices, namely “highly interactive” and “very responsive” and “immediate feedback”
which were close proxies to their perceptions of the values that MSHE and School of
Education faculty members discussed.
Despite their discipline difference from the University X faculty members,
however, those Business faculty members at both CCA and Baccalaureate College C also
used language about learning that was similar to their faculty counterparts. Business
faculty members referred to “clarifying concepts with text and illustration” and
“incorporating students from diverse experiences” or “multiple voices reaching a shared
understanding” in their conversations about their online classes. These direct references
to teaching and learning intersected with only one type of administrator at all three sites:
the instructional designers.
As “crossover” professionals between the education and the computer technology
“tribes,” instructional designers occupy the space between the “hard-applied territory” of
computer technology and the “soft-applied territory” of education (Becher and Trowler,
2001). While many of their responsibilities involve mastery of hard technology skills,
instructional designers tend to perceive themselves more in line with educators than with
computer scientists. As a result, the influence of academic discipline in this study also
extends to the language and actions of the instructional design administrators. In
particular, the Executive Director of Distance Learning at CCA voiced strong concerns
over organizational realignment out of Academic supervision and into Administrative
supervision. Similarly, although Mr. K at Baccalaureate College C reports to Mrs. D in
Information Technology, all of his projects emanate from the academic departments and
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he provides direct support to the students. Finally, the academic discipline of Dr. E at
University X strongly influences what he has to say about the benefits of the MSHE
program being offered online only. Having earned an Ed.D. in Instructional Design, Dr. E
feels strongly that all aspiring higher education professionals should experience at least
one online course during their graduate work, explaining that online courses impart
pedagogical awareness that impacts any delivery format of teaching and learning (Dede,
1997; Phipps & Merisotis, 1999; Evans etal, 2000; Maddux etal, 2002). This perspective
was unique to this individual, but it is noteworthy for its disciplinary influence on his
service to the online MSHE program. Although skeptics of this perspective point out that
mainstream faculty tend towards “virtual adoption’' of learning technologies (Birnbaum,
2000; Zemsky & Massy, 2004) there is evidence that online course methods and
materials have contributed to a widespread electronic conversation about pedagogy, if by
no other evidence than the rise of organizations like Educause, the League for Innovation,
the Sloan-C Consortium, and the National Center for Academic Transformation, all of
which feature instructional design topics as recurring themes in their publications and
national meetings.
In summary, academic discipline influences discourse and behavior about online
programs in positive ways for these three cases: the low-consensus nature of knowledge
in both major fields allowed for both individualistic and highly collaborative course
development models, and the emphasis on effective pedagogy already implicit within the
education program was further strengthened by the renaissance of teaching methods that
technological innovation has occasioned in the past decade. Scholars and practitioners of
online programs should also consider that although very little research has been
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conducted to date on the differences between academic disciplines when it comes to
online learning, the few surveys that have been done reveal some pedagogical differences
in the **hard” sciences that were not included in this study (Hammond and Bennett, 2001).
6. Perceptions about Support: At all three of the case sites, administrators

described in great detail the various types of support that they had provided for the new
online programs. There were both, similarities and differences between the approaches
that administrators at each site took to providing this support. More importantly,
however, the faculty members at all three sites perceived these support mechanisms
differently not only from the administrators, but sometimes, differently from one another.
This factor illustrates the important role that leaders must assume in “framing” discourse
about their actions and intentions, and the resulting impact that this framing might have
on faculty perceptions, whether intended by the administrators or not (Fairhurst and Saar,
1996; Bolman and Deal, 1997; Ensink and Sauer, 2003). The faculty in this study
acknowledged that they acted upon their perceptions of administrative support in each
case, whether or not those perceptions aligned with what administrators said they
intended or actually provided as support. This section will provide a closer examination
of how those interpretations influenced what faculty said and did in relation to each
online program.
Centralized Technological Support: At all three of the sites, technology support

was available via centralized departments and personnel; and at one of the sites, via both
centralized and decentralized, department-specific sources. Faculty members at all three
sites perceived the availability of technical support to be an important factor that
influenced their willingness to teach online, but there were some differences about these

301

perceptions at each site. For example, faculty at CCA perceived centralized support to be
a necessity, and once it was in place, relied upon it as a given upon which their
participation in online teaching rested. As a result, the administrators at CCA framed this
well in their communications. By contrast, at Baccalaureate College C, the centralized
technical support seemed “touch and go” by its soft grant-funded nature, so that there was
less faculty reliance on it for their own professional development, but complete
dependence upon it for direct student support. Although administrators explained that
they did not intend for the centralized support to be temporary, the faculty did interpret it
this way, indicating a less effective use of communication framing (Fairhurst and Saar,
1996).
There was, however, a small interplay of the individualism that will be further
analyzed in the section about collegial faculty culture at Baccalaureate College C and the
presence of centralized support. Based on the prevailing tendency for faculty members at
the College to “go it alone” or “do their own thing” these faculty members might be
expected to become self-sufficient for reasons other than the perceived stability of
technological support. However, Mr. K and his current Director D both discussed their
own beliefs that faculty became less dependent on their unit for faculty development at
the same time as the FIPSE funding was discontinued. While the Acting President
indicated that her intention had always been to continue technological support for online
learning, these mid-level technology administrators did not share that perception
themselves, and hence, were not in a position to reassure the faculty members they
served. As a result, the technology administrators began to focus primarily on supporting
students' needs, allowing faculty members to continue their own self-sufficiency in
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contrast to the interdependency between the CCA faculty and distance learning
administrators.
Finally, University X had not only centralized support, but also departmentspecific support available to both the full time and the adjunct MSHE faculty members.
The ready availability of someone to assist both faculty and students via toll-free
telephone or synchronous chat or asynchronous email was widely acknowledged by the
faculty members as a strong incentive to continue developing online courses, and to teach
them. As the adjunct MSHE faculty members explained, help was never more than a
“phone call or key stroke away.” The availability of technical support 24 hours a day, 7
days a week is often touted as a hallmark of successful distance learning initiatives
(Dooley & Murphey, 2000; Adams, 2002; Bennett & Bennett, 2002; Bates, 2005).
However, in this study, only University X had such robust support available, which
indicates that although growth of the other two programs has been steady, complete
support is still only available during working hours or for slightly extended hours via
asynchronous email for two of the institutions.
Additionally, at CCA, the administrators and faculty described a completely
different kind of “perception problem” their traditional workers were experiencing when
distance learning personnel provided these slightly extended hours of support from their
home computers, rather than at the workplace on weekends and late evenings. Similarly,
Mr. K tends to check his own email “frequently” over the weekend because he
acknowledges that students tend to attempt online exams or complex assignments during
these times, which is when they are most likely to need his support. By contrast, the staff
of XeL provide round-the-clock technical support to those adjunct MSHE faculty
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members only because this is the only program currently co-owned by Education and
XeL. The full-time faculty enjoy department-specific technological support during
slightly extended hours and via asynchronous email over the weekends, similar to those
systems in place at CCA and Baccalaureate College C. This version of ‘‘digital divide”
did not enter the discourse of the adjunct faculty members at University X, but the
Education department’s Network Administrator mentioned that it can be a source of
tension among the full-time faculty who must await an email reply to their technical
questions that arise on weekends.
Centralized Pedagogical Support: This study confirms the growing significance
of a new type of professional in higher education. The Instructional Designer is both a
pedagogical specialist and a technological generalist. Traditionally expected to possess
deep knowledge of the teaching and learning phenomena required for successful course
design, today’s instructional designer is also expected to possess technical skills such as
creating web pages, writing computer programs, editing graphic elements, authoring
multimedia projects, and managing the ever-expanding choices of specialized e-leaming
software products (Bates & Poole, 2003).
While some scholars of higher education have noted that these instructional
specialists are taking on a larger set of responsibilities that were formerly aggregated into
the faculty role (Bess, 1997; Levine, 1997; Paulson, 2002; Finkelstein, 2003; Schuster
and Finkelstein, 2006) participants at all three sites in this study agreed that the support
designers provided to faculty, particularly during the course development process, was a
crucial factor in the success of their online programs. The differences between sites
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aligned with the level of support that each instructional designer was able to provide
directly to faculty members.
At University X, for example, faculty members had instructional design support
available to them at any hour of the day or night, via telephone, email, or if they were
visiting on campus anyway, personal meeting with the instructional designer. Adjunct
MSHE online faculty members perceived and described this high level of support as an
extremely strong motivational factor in both their initial decision to participate in
developing courses for the program, and in subsequent decisions to teach those courses
online. Similarly, the CCA faculty members say that they rely upon Annemarie and
Rochelle to assist them with every techno-pedagogical aspect of the course, from re¬
sequencing exam questions to scripting the animations of a lesson that a faculty member
wants to design. Annemarie and Rochelle, however, do not provide 24/7 support. They
do monitor their email accounts while they are not working, so that faculty members
offered consistent praise for their service. In one interview, a junior faculty member
mentioned that their help was the deciding factor for him to finally offer an online course
in spite of earlier reservations. Finally, at Baccalaureate College C, faculty members
described the most influential point of contact with Mr. K as the course development
period during the earliest days of the FIPSE grant. Instrumental in selecting and shaping
the eCollege service contract, Mr. K made everything the faculty members would then set
out to accomplish with an online program or courses possible. However, for reasons
described above, faculty explain that they rely on him less now for pedagogical support,
and much more for his first-line response to students’ needs for technical support instead.
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Interplay of Alignment and Support: Financial Incentives to Individual Faculty:
As discussed in the first factor above, many of the faculty members who participated in
this study identified tight alignment between their personal narratives or perceptions of
themselves in relation to their institutions and the new online program. The tighter this
alignment, the more intrinsic motivation the participating faculty members claimed to
have for engaging in online education. At the same time, nationwide studies of faculty
incentives to participate in online programs have shown a wide variety of patterns in the
amounts and forms of extrinsic support available at institutions around the country
(Freberg, Floyd & Marr, 1995; Miller & Husmann, 1999; Rockwell, 1999; Wolcott,
1999; Wolcott & Betts, 1999; Shifter, 2000 and 2004; Kamata & Bower, 2001; NCES,
2001-072). While additional compensation to develop an online course is common at
many institutions, it is frequently associated with grant funding, as was the case at
Baccalaureate College C, or with internal funding for special initiatives, as occurred at
University X. Very few institutions offer additional compensation to faculty members
who teach online, although this was a typical incentive in the very earliest days of this
delivery format, before course management systems like WebCT/Blackboard or eCollege
automated the formerly labor-intensive process of creating web pages and electronic
discussions from scratch. At the two sites in this study where additional compensation
was provided, faculty members mentioned that these payments were a small
consideration, referring more directly to their own perceived benefits about teaching
online: flexibility, convenience, and access to diverse students. However, as has been the
case in many of the institutions previously included in the incentive surveys, these
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payments influence the rate of adoption by serving as a catalyst to generate interest and to
express institutional priorities placed on developing online courses.
As a result, although financial incentives were available at University X and
Baccalaureate College C for the limited purposes of course development, these payments
do not fully account for the continued participation of faculty members in teaching these
courses. The absence of additional payments for teaching online, or for teaching classes
of equal size to the traditional classrooms did not arise as a disincentive for participation
among those faculty members included in this study. These two general findings indicate
that while faculty members at two of these sites may have been initially attracted to the
modest additional compensation stipends for developing courses, their motivation and
reward for remaining involved has nothing to do with additional compensation. They
were paid or credited the same workload/salary rate for teaching online as the institutions
paid for teaching classroom-based courses.
Furthermore, that the CCA faculty members “wanted to do this anyway” and did
so entirely without additional compensation suggests that faculty members at this
institution participated for completely intrinsic reasons. Although one might argue that
the strong centralized technical and pedagogical support eased the additional work that
might have otherwise arisen from online courses, faculty members still made time to
coordinate their work with Annemarie and Rochelle with no additional compensation for
their efforts. These results at CCA interplay with the alignment of personal beliefs of
each individual faculty member with the goals of the online program at each of the
institutions included in this study. Namely, that ASBA faculty members recognized an
alignment between their own beliefs and the online programs goals as benefits to their
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own personal and professional development. Absent any other influencing factors, CCA
faculty members chose to participate because they were intrinsically motivated to do so.
Discussion: The findings about perceptions of support in this study demonstrate
that faculty and administrators at all three sites found success in their online programs via
a combination of strong intrinsic motivating factors and a few extrinsic factors, each
aligned in varying degrees to their own personal narratives and in the broader contexts of
their respective institutions.
Beginning with their alignment of personal beliefs to the program goals outlined
above, faculty members at CCA described their reasons to consider teaching online as an
activity they “wanted to do anyway.” Similarly, the adjunct MSHE faculty members see
online education as “pail of the future” and discussed their strong desire to know
firsthand what the future of teaching might be like. And finally, the former private
industry managers-turned-faculty members who make up the majority of the
Baccalaureate College C Business department all recognized the benefits of reaching
more students to increase enrollment, and of offering more convenient scheduling options
for current students and for themselves.
The presence or absence of additional compensation for course development had
a noticeable impact on the course development process, however, in two cases. When the
course development stipends were available at CCA, course development proceeded at a
pace of 2-3 courses per semester. When these funds were exhausted, production dropped
to one course per semester, and in 2005, one course that year. At University X, internal
funds remained available for course development at the time of this study, and two
courses per quarter were in full-production. One possible interpretation of this impact
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could be that the funds help to accelerate the pace of development. At CCA, by contrast,
where no course development funds were offered, courses were developed at a brisk rate
of 2-3 per semester primarily due to the large number of faculty who participated in
developing them simultaneously. The Distance Learning administrators discussed
handling “caseloads” by last name of the faculty members, indicating how broadly the
faculty members across campus must have been voluntarily creating courses online.
These variations in the breadth of support services were also influenced by institutional
type, as the next section explains.
7. Institutional Type: As Clark (1986) suggests, the “different worlds” at each of
the case sites included in this study present unique opportunities to examine how
innovation plays out in each distinct context. At each site, the influence of institutional
type on what the faculty and administrators say and do provides yet another layer of
understanding to this investigation of online programs. Where one might expect the
relative number of online programs to be commensurate with the national trends by
institutional type, the results in this case reinforce that expectation: the online ASBA at
CCA is in good company with nearly a dozen online programs in other majors, all of
which “fell into place” when the last general education service courses went online at this
mid-sized associate college; the online MSHE joins an almost equal number of online
programs from various Schools and Colleges within the larger private University X; and
the online HCM Certificate program is accompanied only by a small handful of
individual courses that were developed in conjunction with the FIPSE grant in the late
1990s at tiny private liberal arts Baccalaureate College C. The relative emphasis on
online learning at each institution in this study supports the broader survey findings of
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online programs prevailing first in associate colleges with the most aggressive growth,
next in comprehensives and universities, and last in baccalaureate colleges (Allen and
Seaman, 2004). Institutional type influences more than just the context of other online
program growth at each case site; it also influences faculty work-life.
Faculty Work-life varied considerably by institutional type. These variations
resulted in differences between what faculty and administrators say about and the ways
that engage in the online programs at each of the sites in this study. At CCA, for example,
faculty members are primarily responsible to teach loads of five courses per semester,
with no expectation for conducting or publishing research. By collective bargaining
contract, tenure-track faculty members are eligible for tenure without individual dossier
review, relying entirely on having fulfilled the criteria for satisfactorily meeting teaching
requirements during the first five years of successive annual reappointments. These
reappointments are based solely on Dean and student evaluations of candidate teaching.
The emphasis at this institution is clearly on teaching.
Similarly, faculty work-life at Baccalaureate College C is focused mainly on
teaching, with minor expectations for service to the profession in the form of local non¬
profit board seats or national professional organizational memberships for Business
faculty members. However, the teaching load at Baccalaureate College C is both lower
and more flexible than that at CCA. At Baccalaureate College C, full-time faculty
members are expected to teach eight courses per year, which they may schedule in
accordance with their own needs and the needs of the students during the course of the
entire academic year, including summer and winter terms. Reappointments are based
largely on teaching evaluations, but candidates at Baccalaureate College C are not
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represented in collective bargaining units, nor are they successively reappointed by
contract. Instead, each candidate on the tenure track prepares a dossier with evidence of
service to the profession (these may be professional associations or industry board
service) and any examples of scholarship in addition to their teaching evaluations (these
often focus on the pedagogy of their discipline). Tenure decisions are based primarily on
teaching success, but faculty members at Baccalaureate College C tend to include applied
scholarship in their dossiers as well.
Finally, the tenure track process at University X is much more typical of the
university institutional type, where research is much more heavily valued than success at
teaching or evidence of service. As a result, teaching expectations are much lower than at
the other two sites: full time faculty at University X teach two-three courses per term,
which is often reduced in exchange for grant-related and scholarly research projects that
reassign faculty time to this work. The work-life values among full-time Education
faculty at University X led them to view the online MSHE program as a way to attract
revenue-sharing opportunities from the XeL unit, revenues that directly funded additional
scholarly activities among the full-time Education faculty. At the same time, the silos
within.which the full-time faculty members work preclude their involvement in
developing or teaching in courses outside their academic areas of specialty.
As a result of these differences in institutional type, the value that full-time
faculty members place upon teaching online varies considerably. Faculty at CCA who
participated in this study value online teaching as simply another form of teaching, and
therefore expressed opinions that strongly favor participating voluntarily. They also tend
to encourage participation in the program among their faculty colleagues. Similarly, the
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faculty members at Baccalaureate College C value the online courses for their
“efficiency” at serving multiple needs throughout the College, but faculty here do not
place as much pressure on their colleagues as was evident at CCA, preferring to
collaborate in a more collegial manner that is also typical of this institutional type.
Finally, the full-time tenure-track faculty members at University X placed no value
whatsoever on their own participation in the online MSHE program, but did recognize its
potential to bring additional prestige and resources to their department. These full-time
faculty members did place a value on those few courses they offered online for their own
programs, which might be characterized as the “silo” approach that is also typical of
faculty members at universities as an institutional type. The adjunct MSHE faculty
members, by contrast, placed high value not only on the opportunity to teach online in
general, but on the chance to teach for University X, located far from their own
geographic homes and full-time workplaces.
Interplay of Personal-Program Alignment and Institutional Type: As several of
the ASBA faculty members also pointed out, they were themselves adhering to the same
business cycles as their students, owning and operating small tourism-related businesses
in addition to their teaching responsibilities. For these faculty members in particular, the
motivation to teach online closely mirrored the motivation that they recognized in their
students’ desire to learn online: the flexibility it offered. This willingness to adapt to
decisions such as the strategic use of funds for centralized support is an example of the
interplay between the personal-program alignment of the faculty members who teach at
CCA and their counterparts who teach at associate college institutions in general:
adaptability to changing demands. For example, when the CCA Business department was
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planning each online course, faculty members who had taught that course in the
classroom previously were generally preferred to offer it online first. However, there
were several occasions when the faculty member who taught a particular required course
declined to teach online. Surprisingly, this turn of events did not stand as an obstacle to
the development of the online ASBA program as one might expect. Rather, these faculty
members adapted their own skills from having taught online courses before and simply
“picked up” the course in food and beverage management, based on what they knew
generally of the industry, and what they had taught previously about general management
courses. This adaptability is unique to the faculty members at the associate college as an
institutional type, primarily because the level of instruction is generally aimed at entrylevel or at least lower-division content.
While there was some evidence of this tendency to adapt at the 100 or 200-level
courses in the online HCM Certificate program, when it came to the highly specialized
fields of accounting, financial management or change management, then-adjunct
Instructor W did not perceive herself as able to develop these particular courses.
Fortunately for the department and for the successful development of the online HCM
Certificate program, Associate Professor D developed enough interest in how his own
typical courses might look online to develop a version that could later be taught by half¬
time Assistant Professor B or other adjunct faculty associated with the Business
department at Baccalaureate College C.
Conversely, however, there was no such cross-faculty participation among the
University X faculty members: Program Director Dr. B specifically recruited adjunct
faculty experts to develop the courses most closely aligned with their professional and
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academic areas of specialty, with no participation from the full-time Education faculty
members. This separation of faculty by area of expertise is unique to the university
institutional type, particularly a large, research-intensive university such as X.
Finally, one additional institution-specific implementation phenomenon unique to
CCA as an associate college was the “perception problem” that participants described in
relation to workload. For both faculty and administrators, perceptions of workload had
typically been based on campus appearances: administrators whose peers supported
online programs viewed those peers as “taking advantage” of the flexibility of working at
home, rendering their workloads lighter. These non-online-participating administrators
viewed faculty work in the same way. By contrast, faculty and administrators who
actually participated in teaching and supporting online programs agreed in viewing their
own workloads as heavier than their peers for exactly the converse reason: all the work
done at home, during evenings and weekends. This perception problem did not surface at
either of the other two sites, primarily because the work-life contexts of the University
and of the Baccalaureate College institutional types do not emphasize units of work as
measured by observable outputs. Instead, the collegial and collaborative nature of flexible
scheduling and exchanged teaching tips that occurs among faculty at Baccalaureate
College C dominated the discourse about online programs from these participants, and
the discourse of those at University X focused on the positive experiences of the students
and the faculty members in each course.
Interplay of Institutional Type and Academic Discipline: Similarly, there were
several occasions when faculty members at CCA described “pitching in” to help one
another, regardless of academic specialization. This type of “substitute teaching”
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occurred not only in the creation of the online courses, but also in the faculty members’
discussions about “filling in” for one another while colleagues attended conferences or
called in sick. Here, the tendency to substitute, rather than cancel a class provides an
opportunity to examine the interplay between the associate college institutional type and
the business discipline. Faculty members at CCA understand and share the value of
teaching - classroom time lost is a precious commodity, as they describe it in the unique
“code" of their discipline, so that “covering" a colleague’s class is highly valued among
this department, and practiced as frequently as necessary. Conversely, this was not the
case at Baccalaureate College C, where faculty members who were unable to direct a
class session described their use of the “eCompanion" software message boards as a way
to make up for lost time, or simply reassigned independent study or research time during
the cancelled class.
Interplay of Institutional Type, Institutional Control and Collective Bargaining:
Another contrast among the institutional type is whether the site included in this study
was under private or public control. Both University X and Baccalaureate College C are
privately controlled institutions, where the reliance on tuition revenue is felt more acutely
than at the publicly controlled CCA. As a result, faculty and administrators at both
private institutions tended to refer to tuition as a concern in their conversations, where
these references were scant or completely absent from the conversations of their
counterparts at the publicly controlled CCA. In addition, there was a notable difference
between the two private institutions that may pertain to institutional size: not a single
participant at private University X referred to the Board of Trustees at all in his or her
conversations about online education at that institution. However, many of the faculty
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and administrative participants at the private Baccalaureate College C referred to having
sought or obtained “board approval” when discussing their online program or courses.
Yet another difference between the sites that is related to institutional type is the
presence or absence of a faculty union. None exist at either privately controlled
Baccalaureate College C or at private University X; however, at publicly controlled CCA,
both full-time and adjunct faculty members are represented by collective bargaining units
of the NEA. As the largest teaching union in the nation, the NEA most widely known for
its representation of K-12 teachers, and also represents the associate college faculty
members among its constituents. As a result of the work-life context in place at this
public, associate-level institutional type, the faculty-led nature of the online ASBA
program allowed it to develop outside union negotiations between the College and the
bargaining unit. Any considerations for faculty such as stipends or release time or
additional credit loading would have had to occur on the state level, or in specially
negotiated side-agreements between the local unit and CCA.
Consequently, these faculty members did not lobby for additional compensation
or release time from their typical five-course-per-semester teaching load. Instead, they
were satisfied by the administration’s independent decision to fund this new program by
hiring instructional designers and instructional technology professionals who would spare
the faculty members’ time spent on “becoming button pushers” as one senior
administrator explained. This implementation decision is also typical of an associate
college institution, where resources are often deployed in a central manner, rather than to
individual faculty members as personal incentives. For members of this particular
department, the comfort they reported in knowing that someone would always answer
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their email (and the technical support email that their students might send) was worth as
much as individual compensation might have been worth to faculty members at other
institutional types.
Leadership and Expansion Strategies: One last point of comparison for the
influence of institutional type pertains to how the leaders of each type plan to leverage
online programs in the future. Based on results reported by Chief Academic Officers at
associate colleges in the most recent Allen and Seaman study (2006), researchers would
expect that leaders at associate colleges are motivated to build online programs that serve
new populations: or in the jargon of the recruiting professionals at Community College A
to increasingly expand and "tap new markets.” As expected, some of the Marketing and
Admissions administrators at CCA did say that they view online delivery as yet another
way to expand enrollment. Even as they were expanding to establish two branch
campuses in the urban and rural neighboring city and county, however, these
administrators at CCA did not fully realize that shift workers who were not currently
enrolled in degree programs would only be able to participate in degree programs if these
were available online. Once they became aware of it, though, administrators welcomed
this perspective and its concurrent enthusiasm from the Business faculty members, whose
initiative resulted in yet another expansion opportunity for the college: "you can't argue
with these numbers.” In short, those administrators charged with ensuring that the
College grows validated the expectation based on reports from CAOs at associate
colleges nationwide (Allen and Seaman, 2004; 2006).
At University X, faculty and administrators also agreed that expanding online
programs in general affords the University an efficient and effective growth strategy,
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particularly given their physical campus constraints as an urban university. The
establishment of XeL as a growth engine for research market needs, for co-developing
programs in collaboration with many Schools and College across University X, and for
revenue-sharing in tuition plans with those departments are all evidence that University
X, as and example of this institutional type, is likely to maintain its status among the top
three types of institutions to expand online degree programs (Allen and Seaman, 2004).
Finally, its continued status as the only online program available at Baccalaureate
College C, the online HCM Certificate stands firm as the lone example of grant-funded
innovation that occurred at this institutional type during a peak period for other
institutions around the country. While one noteworthy exception to this trend arose in
conversations with the Acting President, who mentioned the enormous virtual “second
campus” of St. Leo’s overwhelmingly successful expansion plan during the same period
between 1999 - 2006, for Baccalaureate College C itself, online expansion is not viewed
as a major direction for future growth. This leadership decision is in keeping with the
trends reported among CAOs of baccalaureate colleges nationwide (Allen and Seaman,
2004).
Discussion: The influence of institutional type on this study is evident not only in
differences between the faculty work life environments at each site, but also in the
interplays that institutional type has upon additional factors, namely alignment of
personal narrative to the goals of a new online program, academic discipline and
institutional control. In addition, the variety of institutional types included in this study
also influenced what each Chief Academic Officer indicated he or she was likely to do
regarding expansion of online learning. As predicted in the literature, the associate
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college and university will continue to expand online programs, and the baccalaureate
college will most likely refrain from further growth or expansion of these programs.
Expected Results Not in Evidence
Limitations of this Study: In this study, the unit of analysis was the academic
department charged with primary responsibility for developing and teaching the online
program. This approach served as both an intentional way to focus in on the people most
directly impacted by the program, and also as an unintentional way that might have
restricted voices of resistance to the online program. While each case did include at least
one faculty member who did not teach for the department in question (Professor Algebra
at CCA, the full-time Education faculty at University X, and the faculty members in
Nursing, Education, and Psychology at Baccalaureate College C) all of these participants
did have their own level of experience and familiarity with teaching online courses, and
hence, a built-in bias towards favorable opinions of teaching online.
In summary, because all the faculty participants in this study have taught online,
there was very little reference to any concerns about the quality of online education,
which the literature has featured as a controversial issue over the past decade.
Inescapably, the bias of participant selection towards those who have taught online had
direct influence over this unexpected outcome, as two key findings from the NEA survey
of faculty nationwide illustrate (2000).
The NEA 2000 survey found that only faculty members who had not taught
online mentioned that they have “important” concerns about the decline in education
quality (rating it 4.1 out of 5 on a Likert scale measuring importance). Even these
traditional faculty, however, had to admit that the likelihood of this concern impacting
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practice was “less likely” (2.8 on the same Likert scale measuring likelihood) than other
concerns, such as increased workload indicators like class size and more work (3.4 - 3.7).
By contrast, those faculty members in the NEA survey who had taught online did

not identify education quality as one of their “important” concerns at all, and rated it
even “less likely” (2.4) to bear on practice than their traditional faculty counterparts.
Interestingly the top concerns related to workload (class size and more work) in
the NEA 2000 survey did not figure into the conversations from this study as a top
concern for participants at CCA, Baccalaureate College C or University X, as the national
survey results might have predicted. Although the “More work, same pay” could be
interpreted as an unvoiced concern evidenced by the lack of broader participation at
Baccalaureate College C after the FIPSE funding was exhausted, stronger evidence
pointing to misalignment between individual and cultural beliefs and the goals of the
online program were a much more likely concern at this particular case site, particularly
because the NEA survey respondents were all members of the national bargaining unit,
and there is no faculty union presence at Baccalaureate College C.
Resistance from Faculty: Therefore, the level of resistance to the new online
programs that was evident in this study was minimal in two cases, and not at all evident
in the University X case. While articles about distance learning in recent years seem to
reference faculty resistance more frequently than this study would support, it is possible
that several of the contextual realities in this case also serve to enhance faculty support,
rather than resistance. The combination of factors discussed in Themes A, B, and C in all
three cases have fostered environments for each of these programs that are conducive to
faculty participation, and that reduce or mute faculty resistance in each case.
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Discussion: For slightly different reasons at all three sites, the online programs
met with support from both the faculty and the administrators, which resulted in the
likelihood that each program would succeed. For example, at CCA, the faculty believed
strongly in the goals of the online ASBA program, and they led the history and
development of this initiative. The administration provided strong, centralized support,
and offered frequent praise for faculty efforts at making the program succeed. Finally, the
program has grown enrollments, adding further reasons for support from both faculty and
administrators.
Similarly, at University X, the full time faculty members understood the resources
and prestige that would accrue to their School if the proposed online MSHE met with
success, so their benign indifference and tacit support led to the acceptance of an entirely
contingent faculty workforce to develop and teach the program. As a result, these
administrators-turned-adjunct-faculty found strong alignment between their own beliefs
in the future of online delivery in higher education and the MSHE program goals. The
program has had strong enrollment growth, and administrators consistently point to the
effective teaching and response time of their adjunct faculty as reasons for the high level
of student satisfaction. Likewise, adjunct faculty credit program champion Dr. B with
their own sense of strong support for the program.
Finally, at Baccalaureate College C, the strength of dedication and individual
commitment that Professor W displayed towards the online HCM Certificate program
was entirely in keeping with both her own personal beliefs and the accepted faculty
culture at the College. The administrators never considered the program as a '‘cash cow”
or profit center, but rather, placed high value upon its efficiency as serving “triple duty”
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to the institution. While this is the only case where tacit resistance from the faculty who
are no longer employed at the College might be inferred from what Mr. K and the Acting
Provost said about faculty “dropping out” of the grant program, it is impossible to
support, given the lack of access to those former faculty members during this study.
Summary of Analysis
This chapter built on the basic findings from Chapter 4 in its discussion of
similarities and differences within and between case sites. The findings were based on the
research questions that framed the study, elaborated on by an analysis of the seven factors
that influence what college personnel say and do about online education programs:
1.

the alignment between individual narratives and the online programs’ goals,

2.

faculty rank, status and career stage,

3.

membership in faculty or administrative culture,

4.

collaboration between administrators and faculty during program development,

5.

academic discipline,

6.

faculty perceptions of administrative support, and

7.

institutional type.
Analysis of the results and effects of these factors has demonstrated that

similarities and differences within and across sites affects the ways that faculty and
administrators believe, talk, and behave in relation to online education. Each discussion
and summary section of this chapter described the significance of these factors on
outcomes of the online programs at these sites, as well as an observation about how these
factors may prove useful as lenses for viewing online education in other settings. While
the contexts of these case sites provided for outcomes specific to these cases, there are
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some general conclusions about the development and implementation of online programs
that scholars and practitioners may draw from patterns discernible across all three sites.
Based on these cross-case patterns, Chapter 6 will discuss the conclusions we can
draw from these cases, and will also lay out some implications for both current practice
and future research on related questions and issues that have arisen in this study.

323

CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
Introduction
The preceding chapter presented cross-case analyses of the seven factors that
influence what faculty and administrators say and do about online programs at three
different sites. This last chapter will include a discussion of the conclusions that can be
drawn from these findings, and will present some implications for practice at other
institutions. In addition, this chapter will include suggestions for future research and
conclude with a preliminary framework to help a variety of stakeholders to better
understand what faculty and administrators say and do about online education programs.
Discussion of Major Findings
The seven factors that influenced faculty and administrator discourse reviewed in
Chapter Five provide the basis for drawing seven corresponding conclusions from this
study. These conclusions raise implications that may be useful to scholars and
practitioners of online education in their own institutional settings:
1.

The extent to which individuals described alignment between their
personal/professional narratives and the goals of the online program shaped their
subsequent acceptance, resistance and implementation of the programs at each
institution in this study.

2.

Faculty appointment type and career stage influenced discourse and behavior
where online education was more attractive to adjunct and tenured faculty
members than to junior faculty members who participated in this study.
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3.

Membership in a faculty vs. administrative cultural group contributed directly to
observable differences between what members of each group said and did about
online education programs at their respective institutions in this study.

4.

Whether an online program developed as a faculty-led or administrator-led
initiative, it was the amount of collaboration between these groups that directly
impacted the pace, pitfalls and successes that participants experienced at each
case site.

5.

There were characteristics unique to the soft-applied academic disciplines (e.g.
Business and Education) that facilitated initiation and implementation of the
online programs in all three of the case sites.

6.

Faculty members perceived administrative support for online programs as both a
motivational force and as an expression of institutional priority at all three sites.

7.

Institutional type influenced discourse where associate and doctoral types placed
more significance on the role of online education as a growth strategy than the
baccalaureate college that was included in this study.
This first section of Chapter Six will briefly summarize each key finding, relate it

to the literature reviewed in Chapters One and Two, and discuss how scholars and
practitioners of online education might apply these findings to similar settings as
implications for future study and practice. Whether the online program to be studied or
implemented is a new proposal or a review of an existing program, scholars and
practitioners may benefit equally well from deepening their understanding of how faculty
and administrators describe their experiences of that program.
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The extent to which individuals described alignment between their
personal/professional narratives and the goals of the online program shaped their
subsequent acceptance, resistance and implementation of the programs at each
institution in this study. According to Birnbaum, ‘‘every culture, and every institution
within a culture, has its own narratives” (2001, p. 226). For example, prior to the proposal
for an online ASBA program at CCA, faculty and administrators already regarded
themselves as intent on broadening access to their programs at every opportunity:
correspondence, cable television, video cassettes. Faculty and administrators told similar
stories during personal interviews, narratives that were further validated by observations
of their meetings and analyses of their documents and archival records. During meetings,
faculty members focused on increasing access to students, and the archival records
demonstrated that CCA was committed to its online leadership position in the state. The
tight alignment between these perceptions of most CCA faculty and administrators to the
goals of the ASBA program: to increase access and flexibility for hospitality workers in
particular, led to subsequent acceptance, implementation and expansion of this online
program at CCA.
Likewise, top officials at the University launched its XeL initiative, which was
also intended to expand online learning growth for the entire institution. The University
mission statement includes references to technological leadership, which was further
emphasized by the narratives that each adjunct MSHE online instructor shared in their
conversations about University X. At the same time, the full-time faculty members at the
School of Education have always wanted their own department's resources to grow,
which was made possible by the revenue-sharing arrangement that XeL devised for the
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School’s new MSHE program. Full time faculty members saw an opportunity to increase
the resources available to fund their own initiatives, based on their approval of the new
MSHE program, without their having to design or teach any of the new courses. Thus,
both faculty and administrators at University X perceived a tight alignment between their
own personal/professional narratives and the goals of the online MSHE program: to
increase revenues for the School and to advance the technological leadership role of the
University.
At Baccalaureate College C, there was similar alignment between the narratives
that administrators described as early as 1999: the need for a technological infrastructure
in the face of resource scarcity, and the desire of the Business faculty to offer some
healthcare administration courses to professionals who could not otherwise attend classes
on campus. Through the funding provided by the FIPSE grant, both the online HCM
Certificate program and the infrastructure were created, rendering the goals of this online
program completely consistent with the prevailing narratives at Baccalaureate College C.
Experts in online education often encourage practitioners to clarify their goals and
vision for a new program by asking the key question that reveals "'institutional motive”:
why do we want an online program? (Berge & Schrum, 1998; Gellman-Danley &
Fetzner, 1998; Care & Scanlan, 2001; Rice & Miller, 2001; Berg, 2002; Compora, 2003;
Laws, et al, 2003; Levy, 2003). Ideally, the answers to this question should align with the
perceptions of those who are asked to respond, both in relation to their institution, and in
terms of their individual roles. Where there is observable misalignment between
individual perception and the goals of a proposed online program, both faculty and
administrative catalysts of the change should consider the strong influence that these
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individual perspectives will have on sensemaking (Daft & Weick, 1984; Weick, 1993;
Gioia & Thomas, 1996; Kezar & Eckel, 2002b). Sensemaking has been shown to
significantly influence what faculty and administrators subsequently say and do about
online learning at the colleges included in this study. The findings at Baccalaureate
College C suggest that closer scrutiny and perhaps stronger framing (Fairhurst & Saar,
1996; Bolman & Deal, 1997; Dooley & Murphey, 2000; Graumann & Kallmeyer, 2002;
Ensink & Sauer, 2003) of the online HCM Certificate program goals within the context
of the liberal arts tradition might have influenced the administrators in Admissions,
Lifelong learning and Student Advising differently.
Conversely, individual narratives and priorities may turn out to be more
accurately aligned to institutional mission than the goals of a proposed online program. In
this case, practitioners should reconsider those program goals in their ongoing efforts to
“do good work” for the institution, as Berg illustrates in his framework for refining goals
based on stakeholder input (Berg et al, 2003). Based on the results that Dr. B. and Dean
Walsh achieved by developing and communicating online program goals to their faculty
and administrative colleagues at University X and CCA respectively, observers may
conclude that their efforts were successful in formulating and subsequently framing the
goals of these new programs in alignment with stakeholders’ perceptions. Based on the
ongoing growth of both programs, we can further conclude that their success is due not
only to their efforts as leaders of these initiatives, but also because the new online
program goals were in keeping with the missions of the institutions and with the
stakeholders’ perceptions of mission and self in relation to mission.
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Scholars interested in exploring the influence of these alignments further may
wish to study this phenomenon itself more closely, perhaps by investigating a single
question that is focused solely on alignment of personal and professional perceptions to
any type of initiative proposed at an institution. Such a study might seek to validate
McLean's assertion that “...creating an institutional vision that accounts for the needs of
both [faculty and administrators] is critical to successful integration of educational
technology" (2005). As Senge notes, the alignment of perceptions is critical to the
acceptance of change; otherwise, those involved in the change might feel isolated, like
“walking behind enemy lines" (1999, p. 321).
Consequently, practitioners who wish to assess alignment in preparation for a new
online program at their own institution may opt to pose two key questions to their
colleagues from administration and the faculty:
1.

why do we want an online program?

2.

how do you perceive the goals of the new program relating to the mission of this
institution?
Juxtaposing these two sets of responses may serve as an excellent indicator of the

relative acceptance, resistance and implementation that practitioners might expect in the
future. Misalignment could suggest to practitioners that additional groundwork in
preparing stakeholders is necessary, or that further consideration and refinement of the
proposed online program’s goals would be beneficial for the institution.
Appointment type and career stage influenced discourse and behavior where
online education was more attractive to adjunct and tenured faculty' members than to
junior faculty members who participated in this study. All three institutions included in
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this study has a tenure system: at CCA, the state-level bargaining unit negotiates the
terms for tenure with the community college system; at University X, higher expectations
are placed upon research than upon teaching; and at Baccalaureate College C, teaching is
a higher tenure priority than research.
At both CCA and Baccalaureate College C, senior faculty members with tenure
were much more likely to become involved in initiating online programs than their junior,
untenured colleagues. In fact, as noted in earlier in this section, faculty led their online
program initiatives at both institutions. However, at CCA, this trend persisted among the
Business department faculty throughout the entire five years of a course development
period, from the earliest departmental meeting where faculty agreed to plan an online
program to the final point at which the entire AS BA program was available completely
online. During this time, two junior faculty members discussed their own reluctance to
participate, but both eventually accepted teaching responsibilities for at least one online
course, noting their relief at finding that the administrative support was sufficient to meet
their needs and not jeopardize their bids for tenure.
At Baccalaureate College C though, the full time faculty in the Business
department began course development for the online HCM Certificate program with
similar group enthusiasm at the award of the FIPSE, but quickly lost their cohesion,
perhaps for reasons that extend beyond the scope of this study. Because development of
the online HCM Certificate program occurred in parallel to a period of turmoil and high
faculty turnover at Baccalaureate College C, it was largely through the efforts of a single
adjunct instructor W that the online program became a reality at all. Although former
adjunct instructor W was subsequently hired as a junior, tenure-track faculty member, she
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completed most of the online course development work as an adjunct, and is even now
joined by another adjunct in online teaching as she completes her first year of full time
teaching, service and scholarship responsibilities.
By contrast, at University X, the rationale for an entirely new recruitment plan of
adjunct instructors was ostensibly based on the benefit of being able to attract “niche”
specialists for each course. According to participants in this study, the online nature of
the program opened up the field of eligible faculty members far beyond where previous
geographic limitations would have been imposed for a campus-based program. As one
University X marketing administrator explained “they’ve torn down the walls; there are
no walls at all” around the online MSHE program.
Although the online delivery format was cited as a way to eliminate this need for
faculty located within commuting distance of the University, the strategy of engaging
adjunct faculty for a highly specialized program is not at all unique to the online
initiatives in higher education. Rather, scholars have noted that the academic profession
has seen similar trends developing for decades before the arrival of the internet to higher
education (Gappa & Leslie, 1993; Levine, 1997; NCES, 2001; Benjamin, 2002;
Finkelstein, 2003; Leslie, 2006; NCES, 2006a; Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006). The trend
towards increased hiring of adjunct faculty is particularly widespread in associate
colleges, where budgetary pressures are most frequently relieved by hiring large numbers
of these “contingent” workers (Lape & Hart, 1997; Miller & Hussman, 1999; Kamata &
Bower, 2001; Schnitzer & Crosby, 2003; Puzifiero, 2005). Critics are wary of the
implications raised by a contingent workforce whose members are responsible for tasks
like the development and delivery of curriculum (Finkelstein, 2003; Leslie, 2006). In the
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case of the University X MSHE, a single program chair is responsible to coordinate the
efforts of these adjunct faculty members. Although their expertise in student services,
financial aid, racial equity or legal compliance is indisputable, the online MSHE adjunct
instructor assignments are completely “unbundled.” Because adjunct instructors focus
exclusively on teaching, they do not participate in the shared governance process that is
so crucial in maintaining a cultural balance of influence and decision-making, as
described earlier in this section. Consequently, Smith and Rhoades (2006) caution that
Unbundling enhances managerial control over course production, particularly in
regard to the heavily used part-time faculty members who often don’t have
professional conditions of employment and are less likely to have and exercise
professional rights such as academic freedom (p. 99).
Furthermore, critics charge, adjunct faculty members frequently serve more than
one institution, rendering their level of commitment inherently divided between those
institutions at a minimum, often further divided by an additional non-educational
employment or personal responsibilities. According to some estimates, adjunct
instructors teach up to 50% of all credit courses nationwide on a part-time basis (Gappa
& Leslie. 1993; Leslie, 2006; Schuster & Finkelstien, 2006).
In addition, the growth of adjunct instructors carrying teaching responsibilities
leaves unfilled the student advising responsibilities that full time faculty have
traditionally provided within their academic departments. Although online MSHE
Program Director Dr. B reports handling this responsibility for the entire first cohort of
masters’ candidates during this study, whether this strategy is sustainable for the future,
as the program grows, remains to be seen.
The implications of this approach to disaggregating faculty responsibilities form
the basis for further inquiry in future scholarly studies. Such studies should examine how
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institutions are meeting the co-instructional needs that adjunct faculty are not fulfilling:
shared governance and student advising. Implications for future practice in the use of
adjunct faculty to teach online should be weighed carefully by those who are either
contemplating new online programs, or who are engaged in delivering them already. As
part of a nationwide trend in hiring practices, this phenomenon warrants more study.
Membership in a faculty vs. administrative cultural group contributed directly to
obsen able differences between what members of each group said and did about online
education programs at their respective institutions in this study. The linguistic
differences between faculty members and administrators across all three case sites were
subtle, but noteworthy. For example, at all three institutions, faculty primarily described
their experiences with students by using language that captured the contact they made
with their online learners. Assistant Professor W stressed that she had “...seen a lot of
students come through, and they are always very diverse” also observing that the
intimacy of individual email messages from each of them allowed her to learn more
details about each student’s background than she would ever glean from the group of
students who might attend her traditional classes. Similarly, adjunct instructor X at CCA
noted that
Students in community colleges, especially the ones who go out of their way to
find a course online, they are just such wonderfully diverse people, no matter
where they live. What keeps me excited is wondering what is waiting in my email
or on those discussion boards.
Sharing this same sense of excitement for the individualized communication
benefits of online teaching, one MSHE adjunct faculty member at University X
exclaimed “I can see what they’re thinking!” These sentiments are all indicative of the
faculty members’ emphasis on their perception of what is the most important aspect of
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online programs for them: close interaction with students as individual learners (Garrison
& Anderson, 2003; Simonson et al, 2006).
By contrast, very few administrators at any of the three sites included in this study
made any specific references to the experiences of individual students as learners.
Importantly, those administrators who did speak directly about those experiences did so
in reference to the importance of successful student and faculty interactions as it
pertained to attracting new students for recruitment and retention; in short, as a “selling
point” for the program. For example, at University X, one Marketing Administrator from
the School of Education remarked that success is “a matter of building a reputation” a
similar point about which the Academic Vice President elaborated:
With new programs, it’s all a matter of getting your name out there, making
yourself known for something. My money’s on making sure everyone knows that
University X’s MSHE program has the best faculty, who provide the best
education, and do the best job staying in touch with students of anyone else out
there, bar none. I’ve been around distance learning for quite a while, and if you
don't have that, it’s death. Students call in with horror stories from previous
schools where the faculty member never logged in or answered them, so they are
hesitating to try online again. Luckily, all the feedback so far has been positive for
our online Education faculty.
Significantly, while the administrators at University X were both referring to the
importance of close interactions between faculty and students, the administrator
reflections focused specifically on the potential for building marketing campaigns around
that success, where the faculty members at all three sites were focused on the intrinsic
value of these same interactions for the teaching activity. Similarly, at CCA,
administrators were most enthusiastic about enrollment where “you can’t argue with
these numbers,” while their counterparts at Baccalaureate College C were inclined to
vacillate between the two concerns: fulfillment for the individual learner’s goals vs.
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increasing enrollment, as Mrs. H did in her conversations about the online HCM
Certificate program:
we explain the liberal arts to students as a way to receive a broad education...
helping them to understand at the front end the value of a liberal arts education.
[The HCM Certificate program is] a hard sell because they’re thinking degree...
we see many students matriculate into business administration and pick that
concentration.
Based on her previous experiences as a liberal arts alumna of Baccalaureate
College C and on her current role in recruiting and advising Lifelong Learning students,
Mrs. H is the only administrator across all three cases who expressed concerns about the
individual learners that were more typical of the faculty members than of the
administrators in this study. As mentioned earlier, the interplay of institutional type with
the influence of faculty vs. administrative culture has contributed to this linguistic
difference in the study.
As the literature reviewed in preparation for this study suggested, the differences
between what faculty and administrators had to say about online education were based on
the influences of their respective cultural groups. Specifically influential were emphases
on either faculty members’ autonomous responsibility for individual learners or
administrators’ perspectives of achieving broad institutional goals (Birnbaum, 1988;
Bergquist, 1992; Berge, 1998; Rockwell, 1999; Swenk, 1999; Dooley & Murphey, 2000;
Havice, et al, 2000; Lim, 2000; Care & Scanlan, 2001; Rice & Miller, 2001; Anderson &
Middleton, 2002; Berg, 2002; Kambutu, 2002; Lee, 2002; Luterbach, 2003; Ayers, 2004;
Schauer et al, 2005). Understanding these key differences and respecting the
interdependency inherent between them will be a critical factor in any future study or
implementation of an online program in higher education.
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While these key cultural differences are largely responsible for the context within
which scholars may examine conflict (and within which practitioners may experience it)
researchers have asserted that this conflict is healthy and absolutely essential to “how
colleges work” to maintain the cultural balance of shared governance and decision¬
making in higher education (Birnbaum, 1988; Chaffee & Tierney, 1988; Kuh & Whitt,
1988; Tierney, 1988; Kempner, 1991; Bergquist, 1992; Serban & Malone, 2000; Kezar &
Eckel, 2002a; Luterbach, 2003). Likewise, the findings here confirm that a successful
online program can develop from the essential conflict. For example, Professor Algebra
at CCA discussed the Math department’s concern with standardized placement tests
during the same time period when the Business department was preparing the first online
AS BA courses. As Professor Algebra explained, “we couldn't have dealt with online
courses until after we had solved the most pressing problem we faced, that is, getting our
students in the right remedial courses.” If the administrators at CCA had chosen to force
the change to offer completely online degree programs before departments like Math
were ready for them, these faculty members would have been forced to divide their
attention between a problem they recognized as a top priority and a change imposed on
them at the same time. The results might have resulted in “virtual adoption” (Birnbaum,
2000) and detracted from the healthy balance that CCA had struck between supporting
and encouraging innovation and allowing faculty members who were engaged in the
tasks of solving pressing academic problems to work on their own priorities.
Although many studies of cultural differences within the academy have already
informed this inquiry, the complexities of these constructs merit many broader and
deeper inquiries for additional understanding. As evidenced in all three cases included in

336

this study, faculty and administrators move fluidly between cultural roles as their careers
develop; sometimes occupying multiple roles for the same or for different institutions at
the same time. Implications of this finding for future research include examinations of
cross-cultural influences, such as the backgrounds and professional identities of
administrators or faculty members. As the University X case demonstrated: most
academic administrators spend a significant period of their careers as members of the
faculty (Bergquist, 1992). A closer examination of only those academic administrators
who have experienced teaching online for themselves would provide more specific
information about this phenomenon. For example, at University X, all of the adjunct
faculty who were hired to develop and teach the new online courses were themselves full¬
time administrators for other institutions. In approaching a follow-up study, researchers
would need to plan for this complexity in an institutional setting where the boundaries
between these two cultural groups have been blurred. The findings in this study suggest
that further exploration of this phenomenon would yield more specific information about
the impact that “crossing cultures” has had in other settings.
In addition, practitioners may translate the significance of cultural influences on
language differences into an important set of questions that can serve to illuminate these
differences when members of either group attempt to communicate with their
counterparts from the other cultural group:
•

•

What cultural models are relevant here? What must I, as an analyst, assume people
feel, value, and believe, consciously or not, in order to talk (write), act, and/or interact
this way?
Are there differences here between the cultural models that are affecting espoused
beliefs and those that are affecting actions and practices? What sorts of cultural
models, if any, are being used here to make value judgments about oneself or others?
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•

•

How consistent are the relevant cultural models here? Are there competing or
conflicting cultural models at play? Whose interests are the cultural models
representing?
What other cultural models are related to the ones most active here? Are there ‘master
models’ at work? (Gee, 1999, p. 78).
Analyzing conversations, written correspondence and other text-based artifacts in

light of these cultural considerations will also assist practitioners in better understanding
what influences have shaped the discourse in which they find themselves engaged. A
clearer understanding on the parts of both cultural groups will not only avert
communication conflicts, but it may also affect the perceptions of each group about the
other in positive ways. This conclusion is one that higher education professionals can
apply not only to online programs, but to any type of initiative that fundamentally alters
the “status quo’’ in colleges and universities (Berge & Schrum, 1998; Duderstadt et al,
2002). In at least one of the cases included in this study, the new online programs
introduced not only an innovative delivery method, but also, a new personnel model that
merits further investigation beyond this study.
Whether an online program developed as a faculty -led or administrator-led
initiative, the amount of collaboration between the groups directly impacted the pace,
pitfalls and successes that participants experienced at each case site. Faculty-led
initiatives at CCA and Baccalaureate College C arose from the Business department
faculty members at each school. The principal differences between these two initiatives
were the types of degrees and (in)consistencies of collaboration between those faculty
leaders and administrative leaders at each institution. At CCA, top administrators
including the President and then-Dean Walsh had already begun to lay the groundwork
for building a supportive infrastructure, establishing a leadership role for the institution
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and setting up policies to comply with local and statewide labor agreements. When
Business faculty members reflected on the establishment of this supportive infrastructure,
these faculty mentioned that “we wanted to do this, anyway.” However, the Business
faculty also referred frequently to the status reports that administrator Dean Walsh
provided to the Business department faculty as she piloted the first online course. The
Business faculty members modeled their courses after this one, learning from the lessons
she shared. In turn, Dean Walsh also added instructional design and technical staff to
support the efforts of the Business faculty members as more of them developed online
courses.
By contrast, the faculty-led initiative at Baccalaureate College C primarily
involved collaboration between the Business department faculty, select faculty members
from Nursing, Education and Psychology, and the Director of Information Technology,
with little coordination from the Provost or the President, and very limited interactions
with the Admissions, Advising and Lifelong learning departments. Although the Business
department Chair A and current faculty members are working to strengthen those
interdepartmental relationships now, the instability of their department during the same
time that the online HCM Certificate program was developing and the funding shortfalls
on campus each contributed to the breakdown in collaborations between faculty and
administrators over time.
Conversely, at University X, the administrator-led online MSHE program
included buy-in from full-time School of Education faculty at the outset, as they
described their earliest intentions to hire a new Director whose experience with online
education would ensure growth for the department. Although the initial consultant role
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for Dr. B to write the curriculum and to collaborate with the XeL administrative unit
largely defined the online MSHE program as an administrator-led initiative, the full-time
faculty members also discussed their agreement with Dr. B’s proposal to recruit faculty
experts in higher education on an adjunct basis. The time that Dr. B and Dr. L spent in
communicating with full time faculty about this point represents a critical investment for
the ultimate implementation of this online program. Faculty members at the School had
experience with the use of adjunct and fellowship positions in their department
previously, and their own expertise in educational administration, ESL instruction or
math and science instruction precluded their interest in teaching for the Higher Education
program. Combined, these conditions paved the way for their agreement with this
recruitment strategy. Compared to the results at CCA and Baccalaureate College C, we
may conclude that it was not so much who led the initiative as the impact of collaboration
between the two groups that impacted implementation.
Results from this study are consistent with the findings of earlier research about
the importance of collaboration among faculty and administrators during a strategic
change. Precisely because faculty members will be expected to carry out the core
responsibilities in an online program, their active participation throughout the planning
process strongly impacts subsequent implementation of the initiative (Baldwin, 1998;
Swenk, 1999; Birnbaum, 2001; Anderson & Middleton, 2002; Kambutu, 2002; Kezar &
Eckel, 2002a; O’Quinn & Corry, 2002; Rice & Miller, 2003; McLean, 2005; Schauer, et
al, 2005). While faculty-led initiatives are often successful in their earliest stages, their
long term success may be limited if faculty members themselves are not communicating
with administrators about the breadth and potential impact of their new program on the
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institution as a whole (Chaffee & Tierney, 1988; Bergquist, 1992; Berge & Schrum,
1998; Smith, 2000; Paulson, 2002; Luterbach, 2003; Ayers, 2004). Significantly, the bi¬
directional consistency and frequency of communications between the two cultural
groups bears a strong influence on the ultimate behaviors of both populations (Fairhurst
& Saar, 1996; Dooley & Murphey, 2000; Kamata & Bauer, 2001; Rice & Miller, 2001;
Graumann & Kallmeyer, 2002; Ensink & Sauer, 2003; Maguire, 2005). As McLean
notes, “faculty and administration have both a mutual goal and a mutual dependence,”
(2005) so that their interactions with one another throughout the entire planning and
implementation process of an online education program is an important consideration for
those interested in studying this process and for those practitioners actively engaged in
online education.
This conclusion merits further investigation in a possible follow-up study that
might specifically examine the frequency and consistency of communications between
faculty and administrators during either administrator-led or faculty-led initiatives of any
project type. Isolating this question for study will provide valuable insight into the
validity of this assertion beyond the three cases and the phenomenon included in this
study. Furthermore, an implication of this conclusion for practitioners suggests that
including frequent, consistent communications in any plans for implementing or
improving an online education program may have a direct impact on the outcome of the
initiative. Finally, for both research and practice implications, this factor intersects with
the first factor, perception of alignment between personal/professional priorities and the
goals of the new program. Ongoing communication is even more important when both
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groups do not see the proposed online program as a priority or in line with institutional
mission.
There were characteristics unique to the soft-applied academic disciplines (e.g.
Business and Education) that facilitated initiation and implementation of the online
programs in all three of the case sites. All three academic programs originated from soft-

applied academic disciplines where the nature of knowledge is “Functional; utilitarian
(know-how via soft knowledge); concerned with enhancement of [semi] professional
practice; resulting in protocols procedures” (Becher, 1994; Becher & Trowler, 2001, p.
36). At University X, the MSHE program is aimed at conveying professional knowledge
about higher education management to its online students. Because the online MSHE
program is focused on preparing functional practitioners, the online delivery method
offers both the adjunct MSHE faculty and their students the advantage of a flexible,
accessible, practical approach to facilitating the learning process. At the same time, for
this program in particular, the opportunity to “walk the talk” of experimenting with
online teaching and learning in a higher education program offers yet another advantage
that is specific to this specialized academic discipline.
Similarly, the faculty and administrators at CCA designed the online ASBA
program specifically as an effective way to better serve the needs of hospitality workers
in their service area. The “customer-friendly” nature of the Business discipline laid the
groundwork for faculty members in this department to embrace online education. In
addition, because these faculty members are focused on transmitting computer skills to
future business practitioners, the use of online pedagogy offers a particularly efficient
means to achieving that end. While hospitality workers will certainly need to understand
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the content knowledge of their field, they will not be expected to be experts in developing
new knowledge, such as a Physics major might someday be expected to do. As a result,
the discipline-based advantages of online learning may be more attractive to an academic
discipline like Business than to one like Physics.
Finally, the rationale behind Professor J’s original FIPSE grant was intended to
increase the interdisciplinary professional knowledge that healthcare workers must have
in order to become effective managers. In much the same way that the hospitality
workers seeking an online ASBA from CCA need to master computer skills for their
future practice, so too will the healthcare and other managers seeking certificates and the
minor in Healthcare Management at Baccalaureate College C. Because all three
academic disciplines specialize in enhancing skills for professional practice, both their
core faculty members and student bodies may be inherently attracted to the flexibility and
convenience that online programs have to offer.
Importantly, this study did not include programs from other academic disciplines,
also known as “small worlds” or “academic tribes” (Clark, 1986; Becher, 1994; Becher &
Trowler, 2001) so that it is outside the scope of this study to concur with or challenge the
disagreement in previous examinations of discipline difference in online education. For
example, Wilson found that “faculty concerns about web-based distance education were
universal and not significantly different based on the discipline (humanity, social science,
science/tech, or business)” in her survey of 71 instructors from the Southern Regional
Electronic Campus (1998). Similarly, in a Congressional Hearing that involved
testimony from Dr. Nils Hasselmo, President, American Association of Universities and
Dr. James Duderstadt of the Millennium Project, both representing the National Science
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Foundation, panelists agreed that “Distance learning is suited to all academic disciplines”
(2000). In his own later work, Duderstadt agrees with this assertion in describing the
impact of technology on higher education overall without regard to discipline differences

(2000, 2002).
However, in a review of distance learning studies that examined individual online
courses by discipline, Phipps & Merisotis (1999) found that traditional liberal arts
courses in arts, humanities, math and science comprise nearly two thirds of the research
they reviewed, while business and education studies together represented the remaining
one third (p. 40), suggesting that more research attention has been paid to these “core”
courses than their “applied” counterparts. Furthermore, Jones, Zenios & Griffiths (2004)
conducted a related study about use of internet technology by disciplines and found that
soft discipline courses in arts, humanities and social sciences were far more likely to
include technology integration than hard discipline courses in science and mathematics.
Their results confirm the view that
academic discipline is a significant factor affecting teaching and
learning...[including] disciplinary differences in the way that digital resources are
being integrated into teaching and learning within the disciplines...[particularly a]
divide between hard and soft disciplines...[however] division between pure and
applied subjects is not so clearly in evidence (2004).
In addition, Hammond & Bennett (2001) discovered striking differences between
the use of online discussion tools between science courses and courses in humanities and
psychology, where the science faculty used online discussion far less often than their
colleagues from the other two academic disciplines in that study.
These findings suggest an arena for disagreement among scholars of online
education, indicating that questions related to academic discipline and online programs
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merit further investigation. Given findings that characteristics of soft-applied disciplines
might be more conducive to online programs, scholars may wish to examine the
academic disciplines of online programs nationwide to determine whether there are
differences in the sheer numbers of academic programs offered by discipline, data that
are notably absent from the Allen and Seaman works (Zemsky & Massy, 2004).
Practitioners may also wish to replicate the observations that Jones et al reported in
surveys of their own faculty members’ use of instructional technologies in the classroom,
as well as their own faculty members’ opinions of online programs by discipline.
Faculty members perceive administrative support for online programs as both a
motivational force and as an expression of institutional priority. Business faculty

members at CCA were not paid any additional compensation to offer online courses, but
did acknowledge that they relied heavily upon the support infrastructure that former
President M and former Dean Walsh established for them, namely Annemarie and
Rochelle. One junior faculty member who had expressed initial reluctance to teach online
referred to the assistance he received from the Distance Learning administrators as a
deciding factor that finally motivated him to participate. However, the absence of similar
intrinsic and any extrinsic motivations may also have contributed to the years-long delay
during which online ASBA students were forced to attend on-campus classes in physical
and health sciences before courses from those departments were converted to the online
format. According to one faculty member in the Math department, online courses were
not an institutional priority, thus neither she nor her colleagues in other departments
shared the Business department faculty’s enthusiasm for converting their courses more
quickly. When she did create an online Algebra course, however, this faculty member
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noted that the strong centralized support already in place was a welcome set of resources
that she continues to use frequently for her online course.
In addition to providing very strong centralized and department-specific support
at University X, School of Education and XeL administrators also provided additional
compensation to individual adjunct faculty members who would develop new MSHE
courses for online delivery. As a result, the courses were developed quickly and the
adjunct MSHE faculty members expressed satisfaction with the ready access they had to
support at every occasion where it was needed. In contrast, although administrators at
Baccalaureate College C also provided FIPSE funding for faculty members who would
convert existing healthcare administration courses to be offered online, the pace at which
courses were developed slowed considerably when these funds had been exhausted.
Similarly, while the initial hiring of Mr. K provided faculty members with a dedicated
support administrator, the subsequent instability of his department, his position and the
role of distance learning in the institution’s overall strategy were perceived by faculty as
a sign that this initiative had not become an institutional priority. As a result, over time,
faculty at Baccalaureate College C relied less on Mr. K and more on their own formerlyadjunct instructor W for direction and support.
The findings in this study about faculty motivation and perceptions of institutional
priorities for support are consistent with research and practice reported in earlier studies
and articles about distance learning. Scholars and practitioners report a broad array of
extrinsic and intrinsic motivations for teaching online, including: stipends, course
releases, internet service provider fees, additional or “premium” compensation, (Miller &
Husmann, 1999; Rockwell, 1999: Wolcott, 1999; Wolcott & Betts, 1999; Schifter, 2000;
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Culp et al, 2001; Kamata & Bower, 2001; Lee, 2002; Schifter, 2003; Maguire, 2005)
professional development opportunities, interest in new teaching methods, personal
motivation to use technology and a desire for more flexibility in scheduling (Betts, 1998;
Clay, 1999; Dooley & Murphrey, 2000; Landis et al, 2000; Bonk, 2001; Bower, 2001;
Kamata & Bower, 2001; Gallini & Barron, 2002; Parker, 2003; Maguire, 2005).
According to Maguire, “...if administrators misunderstand the faculty perception of
motivators and barriers, they will be unable to structure appropriate distance education
programs” (2005).
However, the overall impact of extrinsic motivators to attract faculty to online
teaching is not clear, particularly given that a very small fraction of faculty members
nationwide have opted to participate in online courses (NEA, 2000; NCES, 2001;
Zemsky & Massy, 2004). In this study, extrinsic motivators such as stipends for course
development accelerated the pace at which courses were created for online delivery at
University X and at Baccalaureate College C, but the absence of extrinsic motivators did
not impact the Business faculty at CCA. Taken together, these conclusions suggest that
extrinsic motivators alone do not sufficiently influence the initiation and implementation
of online programs. It is clear from the studies cited above, as well as from this study at
CCA, University X and Baccalaureate College C that both the intrinsic and the extrinsic
motivators play important roles in the process of planning and offering online programs.
Based on the impact that faculty perceptions of administrative support have on the
implementation of online programs in this study, researchers may wish to continue
investigating this phenomenon in future qualitative studies that include both faculty and
administrators. Maguire notes that of thirteen studies she reviewed about this question,
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only four included the voices of administrators, and those were only captured in survey
and short answer responses. The absence of qualitative comments from both academic
and technology administrators in the literature signifies a gap in what is known by these
groups about this critical question that the study of CCA, University X and Baccalaureate
College C only begins to address (2005). Faculty and administrators who are already
engaged in online learning may also be interested in discussing faculty perceptions of
administrative support at their own institutions to determine the extent to which current
practices are viewed as motivational factors and/or as expressions of priority at any type
of institution. As this study has demonstrated, perceptions about support influence the
realities of faculty motivation to participate. This conclusion supports hypotheses
advanced in earlier work about the importance of sensemaking during a strategic change
(Kezar & Eckel, 2002b).
Institutional type influenced discourse and behavior where the associate college
and doctoral institutional types placed more significance on the role of online education
as a growth strategy than the baccalaureate college that was included in this study. As

expected from the literature, the “different worlds” examined in this study revealed
different results (Clark, 1986; Allen & Seaman, 2004; 2006). For example, the
widespread availability of online courses at CCA today has enabled its new President O
to fulfill the stated goal of former President M in establishing a leadership role for the
college among similar institutions statewide. Although the online ASBA was the first
degree program to be offered online, “several others fell into place” at the same time
when the required general education courses in physical and health sciences were finally
converted to this format. The faculty and administrators at CCA agreed that a primary
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component of their associate college mission is to increase access, and all participants in
this study regarded online education as a means to accomplishing that goal. Similarly, at
University X, the institution’s long history of innovating with technology heavily
influenced the likelihood that XeL would succeed in collaborating internally with many
schools and departments throughout the university to develop online programs. Thus, the
results of this study found that expectations about online education as a growth strategy at
University X were met according to the full time Education faculty, the adjunct MSHE
online faculty, and the administrators from the department and from the XeL Company.
However, at Baccalaureate College C, the small, private liberal arts setting of this
institution has been a limiting factor to the growth not only of the online HCM Certificate
program, but also to the expansion of online courses from other departments like
Nursing, Education and Psychology. Although each of the courses developed under the
FIPSE grant from these areas of the College continue to be offered online today, there has
been very little expansion of them into additional sections, and there has been no effort to
construct a comprehensive program or series of courses in any department outside of
Business, where the online HCM Certificate program itself continues to "hold its own.”
In spite of the attention that Chair A and Assistant Professor W have placed on promoting
the online certificate both internally and externally, enrollment growth has been modest,
and relies as heavily on serving the scheduling needs of traditional residential students as
much as it relies on attracting new Lifelong Learners to the College. Furthermore, the
interplay between Admissions and Lifelong Learning administrators’ misalignment
between personal perceptions of the online HCM Certificate program goals and the
liberal arts tradition makes it even less likely that this program will expand. In
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conclusion, while the associate college and doctoral university in this study were both
able to expand their online programs as part of an institution-wide change initiative, the
baccalaureate college was not.
This conclusion is consistent with two consecutive studies of chief academic
officers nationwide: Sizing the Opportunity' and Making the Grade (Allen & Seaman,
2004, 2006). The findings of both studies demonstrate that associate colleges offer the
most online courses, followed by masters colleges and doctoral universities, with a very
distant third to baccalaureate colleges. According to the latter study, “more than half
(51.5%) of all online students are studying at two-year Associates institutions...”
followed by approximately one third of all online students in Masters Colleges, one
fourth in Doctoral institutions, and a tiny fraction, less than one tenth of online students,
enrolled in online courses at Baccalaureate colleges (Allen & Seaman, 2006). In addition,
CAOs who responded to the Allen & Seaman surveys also reported their value of online
education as a growth strategy along the same proportions as reflected in their online
enrollments. Therefore, the conclusions reported in this study of CCA, University X and
Baccalaureate College C explain the “how” and the “why” behind these national trends.
The factors that influence faculty and administrator discourse included in this study
illustrate why online programs may be perceived as less attractive at a baccalaureate
college and more attractive at the associate and doctoral institutions. In addition, the
conclusions of this study suggest that the online ASBA and other programs at CCA as
well as the online MSHE and other programs at University X are likely to grow, while
the online HCM Certificate program at Baccalaureate College C will probably neither
grow nor spawn the addition of programs in other academic disciplines.
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Scholars may wish to examine more closely those factors that lead to successful
online programs at baccalaureate institutions. Several noteworthy exceptions to the
national trends have been noted in popular publications like the Chronicle, where articles
about St. Leo, for example, describe overwhelming success in online education for what
might otherwise be a very small, private liberal arts college. More research into the
influences of alignment, faculty-administrator collaborative program development,
perceptions about support, and academic discipline at baccalaureate colleges in particular
may yield additional information about how these factors influence successful programs.
Practitioners at each institutional type may wish to examine where their own institutions
fall on the national trend continuum, and determine whether their own practices will align
with or become an exception to these trends.
Implications for Practice
This study included participation from senior and middle-level administrators as
well as from senior, junior and adjunct faculty members. Consequently, this next section
of Chapter Six will outline some specific implications for practice that are addressed
specifically to any occupants of the four roles that emerged as vital to the implementation
of the online programs included in this study: Administrative Leaders, Faculty Leaders,
Instructional Designers and Faculty Members.
Implications for Administrative Leadership, including Vice Presidents, Executive

Directors, Deans and Chief Officers (Academic and Information Technology), focus on
their responsibilities for guiding the strategic direction of the institution, maintaining
fiscal responsibility for institutional obligations and ensuring that expected outcomes are
met in compliance with external accreditors, boards and legislators. The findings from
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this study suggest that administrative leaders play a key role in a) scanning the external
landscape for online opportunities and national trends; b) presenting and framing these
opportunities for faculty; and c) providing the resources necessary for successful
development and implementation. As administrators fulfill these roles, it is critical that
they:
■ Look for strategic opportunities that align closely with not only institutional
mission and priorities, but also those of specific academic disciplines;
■ Look for collaboration with faculty leaders and members from the very
beginning of the planning process;
■ Frame new ideas and initiatives in language that is consistent with the
alignment between individual narrative and program goals that faculty members
will value; and
■ Provide the necessary financial, infrastructure and staff support to allow the
program to launch smoothly and efficiently.
Implications for Faculty Leadership, such as Department Chairs and Program

Coordinators acknowledge that these leaders are able to work as a team with their faculty
colleagues to "transform the educational system...[by] providing leadership skills...in the
forefront leading faculty in educational changes.” (Schauer, et al, 2005). The findings
from this study suggest that online education can fulfill many personal and professional
faculty priorities and goals, including a) the desire to teach well and be student-centered,
b) providing flexibility and convenience in course offerings, c) a desire to increase access
for students who might not otherwise be able to attend; and d) learn new technology
skills. Thus, faculty leaders should consider implementing practices that:
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■ Conduct an inventory of which faculty colleagues are interested in which of
these advantages to online education;
■ Recruit the faculty whose interests most closely align to these benefits to
participate in well-supported, pilot projects that will actualize their goals;
■ Collaborate with interested faculty to identify those aspects of their courses that
are most conducive to online delivery, such as collaborative discussion, for
example;
■ Work proactively with those faculty who are disinterested to share accurate
information about the change so that non-participants have a clear sense of how
and why the new online program fits into their own perceptions;
■ Collaborate with administrators to establish workload policies that accurately
represent the commitment that faculty are making to the new program;
■ Strike a balance between senior, junior, instructor and adjunct level positions
that is appropriate to maintaining quality as defined by the institutional context
and available resources;
■ Document “hidden costs” of adjunct vs. full time faculty workload such as
increased co-instructional workload; and
■ Continue to monitor that support levels are adequate and encourage faculty
colleagues to use these resources as they build and teach online courses. As the
faculty members at Baccalaureate College C discovered, the instability of
technical support may lead to increased faculty self-reliance, and a consequent
reduction in faculty productivity.
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Implications for Instructional Designers focus on the findings from this study
suggesting that instructional designers are the newest blend between academic and
administrative professionals in the online education field. As such, instructional designers
included in this study were a major motivational factor for faculty involvement in online
programs. They were also responsible to apply practices such as a) complying with
quality guidelines from accrediting bodies, b) sharing research findings and pedagogical
best practices, and c) assisting faculty by creating some of the technical components of
their online courses that would otherwise detract from a faculty focus on teaching.
Findings from this study suggest that instructional designers can enhance the quality and
effectiveness of online learning by:
■ Disseminating quality guidelines and standards documents that come from
accrediting agencies and holding workshops for faculty members to focus on
the best strategies for meeting these standards;
■ Offering professional development opportunities for faculty members that
include faculty-to-faculty exchanges in collaboration with the instructional
technology expertise that instructional designers offer; and
■ Identifying those tasks that are best accomplished by a technology professional
and those that require faculty attention. As Dean Walsh at CCA envisioned,
faculty should not spend their time becoming “button pushers” when
instructional designers have the talent to set up automated processes that assist
faculty in becoming more focused on core teaching responsibilities.
Implications for Faculty Members identified in this study recognize that faculty
members are the ‘’front line” points of contact between the online learning program and
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the students. Many of the faculty members interviewed in this study had strong
convictions about the benefits of teaching online, such as increasing access to diverse
learners, affording flexibility to students and faculty, and establishing deeper individual
relationships with students whose learning processes become “visible” in text on the
screen. In several cases, faculty members benefited from collegial exchange between
online teachers, but when they were a minority within their departments, as in
Baccalaureate College C, or when they were completely separated by distance as in
University X, the opportunities for meeting to discuss pedagogy were not in evidence.
To maximize student learning and faculty satisfaction from online learning, faculty
members participating in online education might consider the following practices:
■ Identify those aspects of online teaching that appeal to you and collaborate with
faculty leaders (Chairs and Program Directors or Coordinators) to ensure that
your online program maximizes those benefits for you;
■ Collaborate with your colleagues and department chair to investigate aspects of
online teaching that improve your pedagogy;
■ Participate in collegial Communities of Practice. Collegiality and teamwork
enhance the experience of developing and teaching online courses. Faculty
members should engage in professional development frequently to keep their
skills up-to-date, and more importantly, to exchange best practices with
colleagues; and
■ Implement assessment plans that incoiporate opportunities for your students to
provide feedback about your online teaching. As Assistant Professor W found,
assessment combined with positive feedback led to faculty satisfaction.
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Therefore, the findings from this study should serve to guide implications for
practice among these four key groups of professionals at any institutional type.
Administrative and faculty leaders who collaborate frequently with their instructional
designers and faculty colleagues may find that communications about their online
programs will improve as a result of implementing these practices, as the findings from
this study have demonstrated.
Suggestions for Future Research
As suggested throughout each of the seven conclusions in the first section of this
chapter, this study has raised several important new questions worthy of further
examination. Based on the rich data that the discourse analysis approach has yielded from
the case studies, the groundwork has been laid for future studies that might focus on
topics such as a) research about sensemaking and narrative around other types of
phenomena; b) discourse analysis that explores additional aspects of online education
beyond the scope of this study; c) deeper investigation into the impact of academic
discipline on national trends in online education; d) an analysis of programs that did not
launch successfully; e) research about online programs by institutional type, such as
exclusively within the baccalaureate colleges; and f) studies that examine the use of
adjunct faculty in online education.
In this study, participant sensemaking was found to be highly related to degrees of
acceptance, participation and resistance to the online programs at CCA, University X and
Baccalaureate College C. The cultural values, beliefs, priorities and personal narratives of
each participant provided meaningful contexts within which participants placed the new
online programs at each institution. These factors may also prove highly relevant to
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understanding other aspects of higher education, including a study of sensemaking and
personal narrative to examine faculty perspectives on service or entrepreneurship in work
life or administrator perceptions of a different institutional change, for example.
As a means for investigation, the discourse analysis strategies used in this study
helped to draw out the seven factors that comprise its conclusions, suggesting that these
methods may be helpful in identifying factors that influence the students’ and alumni
experiences of online education. Because this study was restricted to examining only the
faculty and administrator discourse about online education, the next step for continuing
this type of inquiry should consider what students say and do about online education in a
variety of institutional settings. Such a study might investigate whether or to what extent
student discourse is influenced by several of these same factors, and whether additional
factors apply to student discourse. Although there have been many studies of student
performance and persistence in online education, very few have analyzed what they say
about the experiences they have had in online classes.
Whether students have a limited number of choices among online programs as a
result of academic discipline might also become the basis for a future study. This study of
CCA, University X and Baccalaureate College C revealed that characteristics of softapplied disciplines created an environment that was conducive to online programs at
these institutions. A national study that examines the variety and number of online
programs by academic discipline may yield additional information that challenges or
supports whether characteristics of other disciplinary “territories” are conducive to online
programs or not, and more importantly, why these characteristics impact online
education.
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Regardless of academic discipline, there have been widely reported '"failures” in
online education, from the ill-fated Fathom project of Columbia University to the swift
closing of the Open University US project within two years of its online launch (Zemsky
& Massy, 2004). Applying the discourse analysis methods and the seven influential
factors found in this study to an exploration of online programs that did not launch may
illustrate more internal reasons for the failures of these initiatives. Very often we learn as
much by studying what has not worked as we learn by studying what has worked in the
complex landscape of American higher education. This study of three varying degrees of
successful online programs has shown where each of the factors influenced acceptance or
resistance, so an application of its conclusions to failed programs may reveal more indepth understandings about how these factors played out in those settings.
Many highly-publicized online failures emanated from prominent doctoral
universities, the institutional type that is second only to associate colleges in terms of the
number of online programs. Consortia such as the Sloan-C and EDUCAUSE promote
ongoing research into both failed and successful models of online programs primarily at
doctoral/research institutions, which comprise a majority of its membership. In addition,
the professional League for Innovation in the community colleges continues to sponsor
two national conferences and an abundance of peer-reviewed publications about online
education in associate colleges, the institutional type most likely to launch these
programs. However, less well-studied are online programs at masters/comprehensive
colleges, which falls between associate and doctoral institutions in terms of numbers of
online courses offered (Allen & Seaman, 2004, 2006) and baccalaureate colleges.
Baccalaureate colleges are by far the least likely to offer these types of programs.
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However, findings of this study suggest a resource dependency connection to success at a
college like St. Leo’s. Therefore, a follow-up study that is focused solely on
baccalaureate colleges with strong online programs would contribute to a gap in what is
currently known about this topic.
Lastly, the seventh conclusion of this study suggests that online education may
indeed be continuing to function as “a driver” of the trends toward increasing contingent
faculty appointments (Benjamin, 2003; Twigg, 2003). These trends have direct impacts
on the future on online education, as well as the potential to fundamentally shift higher
education staffing models overall. A single follow-up study on the satisfaction of faculty
members who teach online has suggested that online teaching “...is a rewarding career
path for many higher education faculty” and more importantly that
...distance educators view themselves as dedicated almost exclusively to
instruction. The traditional triad of higher educators sharing their time between
teaching, service and scholarship is not perceived as applicable to most distance
educators who consider themselves first and foremost teachers (McLean, 2006).
These conclusions and implications should stimulate further inquiry into what
these perceptions mean to these faculty members. Combined with the findings of Just
Point, Click and Teach, Right? the results of McLean’s research imply that researchers
and practitioners alike have a need to better understand how faculty beliefs about job
satisfaction among might impact participation and quality in online learning.
In addition, a plethora of research that compares student learning outcomes
between on-site and online classes has already been well documented in the literature of
distance education in the “no significant difference” database (Phipps & Merisotis, 1999).
What is less well-known is the qualitative experiences of online students who interact
with an increasingly contingent workforce, and the experiences of that workforce after a
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few years of teaching online. Whether this shift is studied in relief against the larger
context of adjunct faculty at associate colleges and research universities, or simply in
isolation, scholars of higher education will benefit from formulating such vital questions
as a way to better understand what may lie ahead, should these hiring practices continue
for online programs as well as for traditional programs.
A Framework for Understanding Factors that Influence Faculty and Administrator
Discourse and Behavior about Online Programs
Finally, those who seek to better understand what faculty and administrators say
and do about online programs may benefit from applying the conclusions in this study
towards a framework of questions for analysis based on the following factors:
1. Alignment of Individual Narratives to Program Goals
2. Faculty Status, Rank and Career Stage
3. Academic Culture
4. Collaboration between Faculty and Administrators during Program Development
5. Academic Discipline
6. Faculty Perceptions of Administrative Support
7. Institutional Type
Applying this framework may assist researchers and practitioners in their ongoing
work of studying, assessing and implementing online programs. By following a
framework that considers how all seven of these influential factors impact all four of the
key stakeholders in online programs, scholars and practitioners will be better able to
understand the complex academic environments surrounding online education programs.
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Figure 2: A Framework towards Understanding what Faculty and Administrators Say and Do about
Online Programs
Factor

Administrators

Faculty Leaders

Instructional Desiqners

Faculty Members

Alignment of
Individual
Narratives to
Program Goals

Scan external
environment for online
opportunities that align
with institutional
mission, department/unit
goals, and individual
narratives.
Weigh long-term
implications of faculty
hiring and workload in
online programs
judiciously.

Conduct an inventory
of colleagues'
interests in online
education.

Select professional
development materials that
align with faculty narratives
and academic disciplines.

Document the hidden
costs of adjunct vs.
full time faculty
models in online
programs.

Share examples of the
scholarship of teaching
with faculty members and
collaborate on this work if
feasible.

Identify aspects of
online learning
that are appealing
and incorporate
those into
personal
narrative.
Document
achievements in
online teaching for
evaluation in
reappointment,
promotion and
tenure review
files.
Share ideas and
best practices with
colleagues in the
same department
and program in
addition to
broader
communities like
administrators.
Participate in
collegial
communities of
practice to share
pedagogical
strategies with
colleagues.

Faculty Rank,
Status and
Career Stage

Academic
Culture

Explore opportunities to
“cross cultures" for
better understanding of
faculty experiences in
online learning.

Collaborate with
administrators to
establish workload &
reward policies
commensurate with
faculty effort.

Facilitate the faculty-tofaculty exchange of ideas
and best practices
wherever possible.

Collaboration
between
Faculty and
Administrators
during Program
Development

Seek collaborative
opportunities with
faculty leaders during
the earliest stages of
planning.

Academic
Discipline

Recommend online
programs to academic
disciplines with
characteristics
conducive to this type of
learning.

Recruit faculty whose
interests align most
closely with the
benefits of online
education. Discuss
the online education
program with faculty
disinclined to
participate as well.
Consider differences
in characteristics
between soft, hard,
applied and pure
disciplines among
colleagues.

Disseminate quality
guidelines and standards
documents from
accrediting agencies
among faculty and
administrators. Design
professional development
programs to focus on
meeting these standards.
Recognize differences in
information technology
concerns and adoption
practices by discipline and
adjust professional
development accordingly.

Faculty
Perceptions of
Administrative
Support

Secure the resources
necessary to adequately
support the new online
program.

Provide technical support
to faculty members that
enables faculty to focus on
teaching and technology to
be automated wherever
possible.

Institutional
Type

Select programs that
are in keeping with
institutional priorities.

Monitor support
services to be certain
they are adequate to
faculty needs.
Collaborate with
administrators to
ensure stability.
Select curricular
program levels
(certificate, associate,
bachelors, masters,
etc.) that are most
appropriate for each
institutional type to
offer online.
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Identify quality
benchmarks and best
practices from comparable
institutional types.

Maintain
membership in
online education
communities of
practice within
and across
disciplines.
Identify needs that
are not being met
and document
them to share with
faculty leaders.

Establish broader
communities of
practice among
colleagues from
similar institutional
types.

APPENDIX A
LETTERS OF VERIFICATION
Deai-_:
Thank you for taking the time to speak with me by telephone yesterday. As we discussed,
I am a doctoral student enrolled in the Higher Education program at the University of
Massachusetts, investigating what faculty and administrators say about a strategic
technology change, such as the online degree program initiative you've recently launched
at_.
As promised, I have enclosed a copy of my case study research protocol for your review,
including two copies of an informed consent form for your personal use. If you agree to
participate in this study, please sign and return one copy in the enclosed postage-paid
envelope. Please keep the other copy for your records.
If your counterpart in Academic Affairs also agrees to participate, I will communicate all
of my requests for interviews, observations, and archival records, key documents and
artifacts through both of you. If you have any additional questions about this project,
please contact me at your convenience: ckeenan@educ.umass.edu or 609-748-4856.
Sincerely,
Claudine Keenan

Deai*_:
Thank you for taking the time to speak with me by telephone yesterday. As we discussed,
I am a doctoral student enrolled in the Higher Education program at the University of
Massachusetts, investigating what faculty and administrators say about a strategic
technology change, such as the online degree program initiative you've recently launched
at_.
As promised, I have enclosed a copy of my case study research protocol for your review,
including two copies of an informed consent form for your personal use. If you agree to
participate in this study, please sign and return one copy in the enclosed postage-paid
envelope. Please keep the other copy for your records.
If your counterpart in Information Technology also agrees to participate, I will
communicate all of my requests for interviews, observations, and archival records, key
documents and artifacts through both of you. If you have any additional questions about
this project, please contact me at your convenience: ckeenan@educ.umass.edu or 609748-4856.
Sincerely,
Claudine Keenan
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APPENDIX B
STATEMENT OF INFORMED CONSENT - FACULTY & ADMINISTRATORS

Participants and Purpose
This study asks you to participate voluntarily in describing your perceptions about offering a
degree program online. The researcher, a doctoral student in the Higher Education program at the
University of Massachusetts, is conducting this study to gain a better understanding of this
experience among both groups. Dr. Kerry Ann O’Meara, Department of Education at the
University of Massachusetts, has approved this study as part of the requirements for a doctoral
dissertation. Participants may contact the researcher, Claudine Keenan at 609-748-4856 or
ckeenan@educ.umass.edu. or Dr. O’Meara at 413-545-0871 or kerrvann@educ.umass.edu with
any questions about this study.

Risks and Vulnerability
This study will involve your voluntary participation in a 60-minute personal interview, conducted
in your office or other campus location. I will ask for your permission to tape-record or take notes
of the interview, whichever you prefer. During transcription of notes or tapes, your name,
departmental affiliations, and any other personal identifying information will be substituted with
pseudonymous equivalents (ie: gender will be reflected in the choice of pseudonym). You may
also be observed if you participate in meetings, training sessions, or discussions on campus, notes
from which will also use pseudonyms. Although there are no physical risks involved in this study,
you may be subject to vulnerability based upon information you share during the research. To
safeguard you, the researcher agrees to abide by the following rights:

Right to Review
At your request, the researcher agrees to send copies of the transcripts to you for your review.
You will have the opportunity to request that the researcher delete any information that may
create vulnerability from the quoted materials in the study. The researcher agrees to honor any
such request.

Right of Voluntary Participation
You understand that participation in this study is voluntary, and you retain the right, for any
reason and at any time during the study, to withdraw or discontinue your participation without
prejudice of any kind.

Dissemination
The results of this study will be used to demonstrate understanding of faculty and administrator’s
perceptions of a strategic technology shift, in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the
dissertation. Since the researcher is a doctoral candidate in the field of education, there is a
possibility that information from this study may appear in places other than the dissertation, such
as for publication to a peer-reviewed, professional research journal. Again, no personally or
institutionally identifying information will appear in any of these publication venues. The
researcher therefore requests permission from the participants to consent to scholarly
dissemination of this study in various forms, similar to those described above, granting all rights
to reprint materials from the study, retaining all rights to confidentiality described above.
I___have read, understand, and grant my
consent to participate in this study as described in this statement.

Date:

Signed:

363

APPENDIX B
STATEMENT OF INFORMED CONSENT - (OBSERVATION ONLY)
Participants and Purpose

This study asks you to voluntarily agree to be observed in meetings and / or training sessions
connected to placing courses online. The researcher, a doctoral student in the Higher Education
program at the University of Massachusetts, is conducting this study to gain a better
understanding of this experience. Dr. KerryAnn O'Meara, Department of Education at the
University of Massachusetts, has approved this study as pan of the requirements for a doctoral
dissertation. Participants may contact the researcher, Claudine Keenan at 609-748-4856 or
ckeenan@educ.umass.edu, or Dr. O'Meara at 413-545-0871 or kerrvann@educ.umass.edu with
any questions about this study.

Risks and Vulnerability
This study will involve your participation in meetings or training sessions, during which the
researcher will record observations of all conversations that occur. The observations may also be
tape-recorded and transcribed to a word-processor for the purposes of this research. During
transcription, your name, departmental affiliations, and any other personal identifying
information will be substituted with pseudonymous equivalents (ie: gender will be reflected in the
choice of pseudonym). Although there are no physical risks involved in this study, you may be
subject to vulnerability based upon information you share during the observation process. To
safeguard you, the researcher agrees to abide by these rights:

Right to Review
At your request, the researcher agrees to send copies of the transcripts to you for your review.
You will have the opportunity to request that the researcher delete any information that may
create vulnerability from the quoted materials in the study. The researcher agrees to honor any
such request.

Right of Voluntary Participation
You understand that participation in this study is voluntary, and you retain the right, for any
reason and at any time during the study, to withdraw or discontinue your participation without
prejudice of any kind.

Dissemination
The results of this study will be used to demonstrate understanding of faculty and administrator's
perceptions of a strategic technology shift, in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the
dissertation. Since the researcher is a doctoral candidate in the field of education, there is a
possibility that information from this study may appear in places other than the dissertation, such
as for publication to a peer-reviewed, professional research journal. Again, no personally or
institutionally identifying information will appear in any of these publication venues. The
researcher therefore requests permission from the participants to consent to scholarly
dissemination of this study in various forms, similar to those described above, granting all rights
to reprint materials from the study, retaining all rights to confidentiality described above.
I_have read, understand, and grant my
consent to participate in this study as described in this statement.

Signed:

Date:
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APPENDIX C
INTERVIEW PROTOCOL
Focused Questions for Faculty Interviews:
Research Questions:
1. What do faculty members say about the change?
2. How is faculty discourse influenced by their collegial (or other) cultural influences?
3. Given what this group believes and what they say about the technology change, how do they
behave as a result?
Please tell me a little about yourself, what teaching and other academic work you've done before,
and how you came to your present position here at the college. (2)
Why is the college putting this_program online? (2)
Please tell me the story about how you first heard about this program. (1)
What happened next? How did you respond? (3)
What do you think are the most sisnificant benefits and limitations of an online program? Why?

(1.2)
What have you read, or heard at conferences or professional meetings about online degree
programs? (2)
How do you think this online program “fits in” with the college’s mission and current direction?

0.2)
Given the choice between learning how to teach online and_you might be doing
instead (based on previous answers), please tell me what motivated you to choose as you have?
Please describe how this change compares to previous changes your department has undergone.
(2)
Please tell me about a recent event connected with this program that stands out in your mind. (1 3)
Thinking about times when you speak to others on campus about this program, can you please tell
me what you’ve said, and what others say to you? (1,3)
If you were telling a friend at another college who is about to begin a project like this, how would
you describe your experience to your friend? (1,3)
Please tell me some more about specific project-related activities you're engaged in now. (1,3)
Is there anything else that I haven’t asked, anything that might help me to understand how you
and your department colleagues view this program or might help me to understand how it is
working?
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APPENDIX C
INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

Focused Questions for Academic Administrator Interviews:
Research Questions:
1. What do academic administrators say about the change?
2. How is academic administrator discourse influenced by their managerial, collegial (or other)
cultural influences?
3. Given what this group believes and what they say about the technology change, how do they
behave as a result?

Please tell me a little about yourself, what teaching and managing you've done before, and how
you came to your present position here at the college. (2)
Please tell me the story of how this online degree program came about. (1)
What happened next? How did you respond? (3)
Why is the college putting this_program online? (1,2)
How does this online program align with the college’s mission and strategic direction? (1,2)
What process has the college followed to inform faculty and staff about this program? Different
or similar to past changes of similar impact and scope? (1)
Please describe your role in this change. (3)
Please tell me about a recent obstacle or accomplishment connected with this program that stands
out in your mind. (1 - 3)
When you talk to faculty members about this online degree program, what do you say? How do
they respond? (1,3)
What have you heard your fellow administrators (deans, directors, VPs) say about this change?

(1,2)
If you were telling a friend at another college who is about to begin a project like this, what
advice would you offer? (1,3)
Please tell me some more about any problematic or breakthrough activities you’re engaged in
now. (3)
Is there anything else that I haven't asked, anything that might help me to understand how you
and your colleagues view this program or might help me to understand how it is working?

APPENDIX C
INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

Focused Questions for Technology / Operations Administrator Interviews:
Research Questions:
1. What do technology administrators say about the change?
2. How is IT administrator discourse influenced by their managerial (or other) cultural influences?
3. Given what this group believes and what they say about the technology change, how do they
behave as a result?

Please tell me a little about yourself, what technical work you've done before, and how you came
to your present position here at the college. (2)
Please tell me the story of how you first heard about this online degree program. (1)
What happened next? What have you done? (3)
Why is the college implementing this change? (2)
How do you think this online program “fits in*’ with the college's mission and current direction?

(2)
What have you said to peers and to staff members in your area about this change? (1,3)
What have you heard your staff members say about this change? (2)
Please tell me about a recent obstacle or accomplishment connected with this program that stands
out in your mind. (1-3)
What have you said to faculty members about this change? (2)
What have you heard faculty members say about this change? (2)
If you were telling a friend at another college who is about to begin a project like this, what
advice would you offer? (1-, 3)
Please tell me some more about current problem-solving tasks you’re engaged in now. (3)
Is there anything else that I haven’t asked, anything that might help me to understand how you
and your department colleagues view this program or might help me to understand how it is
working?
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APPENDIX D
OBSERVATION PROTOCOL
Some potentially valuable events, conversation topics, and details about the setting I plan
to observe include the following types of information:
•

scheduled department or interdepartmental information meetings about the
technology (meetings to discuss implications or processes)
o how participants position themselves in the setting (who sits in front, back,
alone, near others, stands, writes on the board, addresses the group, etc.)
o how the participants behave in relation to one another based on their
positions within departments, level of knowledge/experience, ability to
articulate, perceived level of threat or comfort with the change, gender,
age, or race.
o who set the meeting agenda, with what input, and why
o how the meeting agenda (if published) relates to what actually occurs
o how the participants interact with the meeting facilitator (if any)
o who is silent, when, and whether others note or act upon their silence
o how the events of the meeting are recorded (if at all) and by whom
o what becomes of the minutes or other record of the meeting

•

scheduled one-on-one training or discussion sessions with a facilitator and single
learner
o how the session was arranged and by whom
o how the session begins, opening lines or “framing” that might occur
o how similar setting details to those described in meetings, above, appear
o how the facilitator and learner interact (instructor-led, interactive, learnerled, etc.)
o whose hands are on the keyboard/mouse controls, when, why, and for how
long
o the level of patience or demeanor of both, facilitator and learner over time
o any closing, summarizing, or other “framing” by either facilitator or
learner
o how satisfied both parties appear to be after the session
o what recommendations participants can make for additional observations
Informal, impromptu conversations between any combination of the target
populations for study (these will be the most difficult to come by in the field)
o “corridor” conversations that may take place before or after a scheduled
event
o interaction among participants over a meal or coffee before or after a
scheduled event
o conversations that occur among non-participants in proximity to the
researcher during meal breaks or time on-campus between meetings and
scheduled interviews.

•
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APPENDIX E
FIELD NOTES FORM

DATE_EVENT_TIME
PLACE_WHO IS PRESENT_
Time:
Setting:

OC:

Time:
Episode:

Quotes:

Time:
Episode:

Quotes:

Time:
Episode:

Quotes:

_

Time:
Episode:
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FIELD NOTES FORM
Quotes:

Time:
Episode:

Quotes:

Time:
Episode:

Quotes:

Time:
Episode:

Quotes:

Time:
Summary/Follow-Up:
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APPENDIX F

Site: CCA
What are the
purposes and
main goals of
the institution?

What cultural
“climate(s)” do
college
personnel
perceive?

Archives
IPEDs
and
Carnegie
classify
as
medium
associate
Annual
reports
boast
online
learning

What do
participants
believe is the
purpose of the
change?

Site: CCA

Web site,
billboards
advertise
accessibility,
non-trads
Minutes from
Business
department
meetings:
Accessibility,
especially for
shift workers

What beliefs do
faculty
members have
about their own
roles and
responsibilities?

What beliefs do
administrators
have about their
own roles and
responsibilities?

CASE STUDY
Documents
Web site,
catalog, and
newspaper
promote
lifelong
learning

Former
President
held
leadership
role
statewide
for
associate
colleges
in online
programs
Archives

DATABASE
Interviews
Faculty and
administrators
refer to access,
outreach, and
teaching
mission
Faculty
perceive
positive
change; staff
negative or
unknown
Faculty: reach
more students
for longer
periods of
engagement
(transfers)
Administrators:
increase
enrollment

Email
messages and
discussion
board entries
between
faculty and
students
emphasize
teaching
Enrollment
reports and
database
tracking
screens show
that
enrollment is
important

Faculty discuss
the light and
“dark” sides of
teaching
online.
Emphasize
flexibility but
note cut &
paste concerns
Administrators
discuss
numbers, dates,
and policies
about online
education

Documents

Interviews

371

Observations
Campuses
located at
accessible
county sites

Tension at
staff meeting;
collegiality at
faculty mtg;
training
neutral
Administrators
in IT meeting
discussed how
to support
faculty best,
retain students
Faculty
meetings
focused on
teaching
Rubric mtg in
Business
where faculty
discuss quality

Artifacts
Mission
placards
emphasize
student
access

Staff hours
posted on
doors show
that flexible
(not
reduced)
time is
included in
the change.

IT and DL
meeting
brought out
differences
between
academic
administrators
and
technology
administrators
Observations

Artifacts

APPENDIX F

What do faculty
members say?

What do
administrators
say?

What do faculty
members do?

What do
administrators
do?

Former
President
and Dean
Walsh
reports to
state
consortia
say
leadership
for CCA

CASE STUDY DATABASE
Advising and We teach
We wanted to
curriculum
do this anyway
worksheets
Untenured
about online
classes show
faculty
reluctance
faculty
Reliance on
promote
centralized
online
Rubric for
technical
quality under support
discussion
Prof Algebra
and lagging
Gen Ed courses
Access is
Web site and
already broad
promotional
(Marketing)
materials
advertise
online degree Can’t argue
programs
with these
numbers
prominently
(Admissions)
Faculty should
not push
buttons
(Walsh)
We teach

Curriculum
guides
Rubric
Screens

Budgetary
allocations to
Info/Instruct
Technology
keep
increasing
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Cover for each
other when
absent
Encourage
others to teach
online
Develop
infrastructure
to support
faculty

Faculty
meetings
include
collegiality
and
developmental
Frequent
mention of
compensation
union contract

We want to
support
faculty
(Instructional)

Billboards
promote
online
learning

We want to
maintain
network
stability (IT)

Displays at
branch
campus
promote
online

We want
growth
(Admissions)
Collaborate
Improve
quality
Initiate ideas
for new
programs
Goal is to
support
students and
faculty online

Mission
placards
Faculty
development
labs at both
campuses

Hours
posted on
doors
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Site: Univ X
What are the
purposes and
main goals of
the institution?

Archives
IPEDs
and
Carnegie
classify
as
doctoral
extensive

CASE STUDY DATABASE
Documents
Interviews
Faculty and
Web sites for
institution
administrators
and XeL,
refer to
catalogs, PR
leadership in
stories and
technology as
ads promote
vital to
technology
mission

Observations
City campus
location
houses
different
schools and
XeL in
different
buildings

School of Ed
has its own
mission

What cultural
“climate(s)” do
college
personnel
perceive?

Charter to
establish
XeL

Extensive
facilities
support
research and
traditional
studies

What do
participants
believe is the
purpose of the
change?

Proposals
from Dr. B
Memos from
Dr. L
Faculty
meeting
minutes
MSHE is for
growth

What beliefs do
faculty
members have
about their own
roles and
responsibilities?

Program
brochures,
news stories
and ads
promote high
interaction
online
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XeL has its
own mission
Full time
School of Ed
faculty
perceive
resources for
research
prestige
Adjunct MSHE
perceive
opportunities

Engagement
and support
from faculty
and admins at
Open House
events
Training
includes
admins and
adjunct faculty

School of Ed
administrators
perceive
FT Faculty:
increase
department
revenues
Adjunct faculty
gain access to
young admins
Administrators:
increase
enrollment
MSHE: can see
what they’re
thinking.

FT faculty
consultations
Administrators
@Open House
emphasize new
students.
MSHE Faculty
focus on
teaching.
Technical
support fast
and accessible
Student
“commons” on
WebCT

School of Ed experts in their
own fields

Live Open
House
collaborations

Artifacts
iPod in Ed
grants visible
Map on the
wall with
pins to show
where online
students live
and work

One
dedicated
center for
teaching
with
technology
on premises
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Site: Univ X
What beliefs do
administrators
have about their
own roles and
responsibilities?

What do faculty
members say?

What do
administrators
say?

Archives

CASE STUDY DATABASE
Interviews
Documents
Reputation
Budgets for
Growth
resource
Retention
sharing XeL
Marketing
Collaboration
promotions
Support
from both Ed
and XeL
FT: separate
Proposal
Curriculum
MSHE adjunct
Development
Plan
happy, new,
opportunity
Podcasts
Video
tutorials
Megs and Kays

—

Business plan
- XeL

Teaching
Establish a
reputation

Proposal for
feasibility
study: Dr. L

Without faculty
engagement
“it’s death”

Proposal for
new program
tracks: Dr. B

What do faculty
members do?

Ads, news
stories and
web pages
Email
messages

Expertise FT
School of Ed

Discussion
Boards

What do
administrators
do?

Online is the
future

Curriculum /
development
guides
Marketing
materials and
email
campaign
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MSHE adjunct
connect with
fresh new
administrators

Record podcast
lectures on
how to choose
online courses

Observations
Full
participation
Voluntary
attendance

Artifacts
Dedicated
resource
centers
Separate
Buildings

Hybrid format
Collaboration
Student
support
Commitment

Contingency
plans for Open
House during
snow storm:
webcast
versions, email
participants
Training
session places
instructional
designer into
tutorial role

XeL
dedicated
professional
building

Answer
student
questions at
Open House

iPods!

Studio for
Open House

Recording
equipment

•

Participate in
podcasts of
key lectures in
Commons
Provide
support and
promotion
XeL
School:
revenue share

Studios

Dedicated
network in
Ed School
Teaching
labs with IT
tools

APPENDIX F

Site: Bacc C
What are the
purposes and
main goals of
the institution?

What cultural
“climate(s)” do
college
personnel
perceive?

CASE STUDY DATABASE
Archives
Documents
Interviews
IPEDs and
Separate web
Carnegie
site for
classify as
online
baccalaureate
Brochures
Memos
Email
FIPSE grant
Procurement
eCollege

Training
materials

W Did her
thing

Online
courses

What do
participants
believe is the
purpose of the
change?

Lifelong
learning
materials

What beliefs do
faculty
members have
about their own
roles and
responsibilities?

Nursing
space
shortage
Curriculum
and advising
guides do
NOT include
online
information

FIPSE goals

Separate web
site
What beliefs do
administrators
have about their
own roles and
responsibilities?

Individualists

Charter of
the school

FIPSE grant
narrative

Restructuring
plan for
information
technology
department
after FIPSE

Curriculum
guides
Online
course
screens

Consultation
session
Department
Meeting
Meetings in a
circle
Collegial idea
sharing

We get
resources
when we ask
if needed
Certificate to
serve triple
duty

Committee
meeting about
quality

Courses in
Ed, Psyc,
Nur

No new
programs
online

Nursing
faculty
skeptical

Diverse
students in
online and
traditional
classes

Some
business
faculty only
“curious”
others nonparticipants
Revise
courses with
help from
students and
Professor W
Works for
me
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Observations
Committee
Meeting

Good people
make good
business
people
Training
sessions
offered as
consultations
Quality
committee
with Provost

Artifacts
Tree-lined
park-like
setting
Women
residence
halls
In
Memoriam
Dedications
to previous
president
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Site: Bacc C
What do faculty
members say?

What do
administrators
say?

What do faculty
members do?

What do
administrators
do?

Archives

CASE STUDY DATABASE
Interviews
Documents
Student
Message
feedback is
board and
most
email to
important
/from
students
Faculty
show
dedication to
contact is
individual
close,
teaching
constant

FIPSE match
funding
provided by
Trustee
resolution

Procurement
for eCollege
and renewals

Hiring
adjuncts is
not unusual

Restructuring
for IT to
retain Mr. K

Business
department
unstable

Screen shots
of current
courses show
how student
feedback
influenced
design

Professor W
is the expert

Email
messages
New
programs in
Nursing will
be traditional
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Chair A
lends support

Provost C is
Acting
President no
growth plans
for online
programs St. Leo
example

Observations
Collegiality
and
developmental
emphases
across
departments
Lifelong
learning and
Marketing
skeptical of IT
and women
Resources are
very scarce
Faculty rely
on each other
Mr. K
supports
students now
Promote
HCM at
Nursing and
Management
Open House
events
Collaborate
with other
departments
No admin
participation
in crossdepartment
quality
meetings
Faculty-led

Artifacts

Archived
courses and
awards on
the walls in
Faculty
Development
Office

New Health
Sciences
complex on
the main
campus
dedicated to
health
professions
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